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PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION. 



It is generally admitted that the practice of Parlia- 
ment with regard to the admission or rejection of the 
right of a petitioner to be heard against a Private 
Bill affecting his property or interests, has httherto 
been most unsatisfactory; and even were it con- 
ceded that, in every case where a petitioner has been 
allowed or refused a locus standi the decision of the 
committee has been a proper one, it would still be 
clear to all that the present system in the House of 
Lords, and the former one in the House of Commons, 
have been the cause of enormous and unnecessary 
expense both to the promoters of private bills and 
to the petitioners against them. In many cases the 
legal advisers of petitioners were unable to make 
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more than a mere guess as to whether their locus 
standi would be allowed or disallowed ; so that both 
the promoters of a bill and its opponents had to 
prepare their respective cases, bring up professional 
and other witnesses, and keep them in London, in 
many instances for days and weeks together, on the 
chance of committees allowing a locus standi to the 
petitioners; all which expense had been incurred 
in vain if the locus standi were eventually refased. 
And as no one could predicate the decision of a 
committee on this point, it was often thought ad- 
visable for a petitioner to incur this expense, even 
if he had very little chance of a loctts standi being 
allowed to him, in order to induce the promoters of 
a bill to make a compromise. 

Notwithstanding the great attention paid by com- 
mittees in the consideration of questions of locus 
standi, it is perfectly clear that there was no uni- 
formity in their decisions. Before one committee, a 
petitioner was allowed to be heard on the ground of 
competition ; before another, a petitioner with a pre- 
cisely similar case was refused a hearing. Before 
one committee, a locus standi was allowed to a share* 
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holder on his petition against a bill promoted by a 
company of which he was a shareholder; before 
another, it was refused ; and, although it is quite true 
that the two Houses of Parliament have, from time to 
time, passed various Standing Orders to regulate the 
practice of locus standi, nevertheless there are many 
cases in which great uncertainty still prevails^ 

In the last session of Parliament^ however, the 
Court of Eeferees was appointed by the House of 
Commons to consider and decide upon various ques- 
tions relating to private bills, and (irUer alia) as to 
the locm standi of parties petitioning against them ; 
and now a decision on this point is come to before 
the merits of the bill itself are taken into considera- 
tion. This has, of course, greatly curtailed the ex- 
pense of all parties, whether promoting or opposing 
private bills ; and, although it is doubtful at present 
whether the powers of the referees will be enlarged or 
reduced, it seems perfectly settled that all questions 
of locm sta/ndi will continue to be decided by them. 

As the decisions of committees with regard to the 
locvs standi of petitioners were so various and con- 
flicting, it was formerly useless to quote them as pre- 
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cedents, and no regnlar report of them was published. 
Since, however, the establishment of the Court of 
Beferees, the proprietors of the Law Times have 
furnished regular reports of their decisions, vhich 
have been of great service to the profession ; and we 
may hope soon that the general principles as to the 
loeua standi of petitioners will be so far settled^ that 
we may be able to predicate almost to a certainty in 
every case whether the loem standi of a petitioner 
will be allowed or refused; 

The object of the following pages is to present a 
concise, yet complete, view of the present practice of 
Parliament with respect to the locus standi of peti- 
tioners against private bills ; and I have endeavoured 
to carry out this object by reviewing in different 
chapters relating to each branch of the subject the 
cases that have been decided by the referees, and 
also 'by committees of the House of Lords, and by 
showing, in as condensed a form as possible con- 
sistent with clearness, the principles of each decision. 
I have also added a short report of every case re- 
ferred to in the treatise, and such of the Standing 
Orders of both Houses as bear upon the subject 
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The reader will perceive that I have not only made 
frequent reference to the cases reported in the Law 
Times, but have also referred occasionally to the 
earlier cases reported by Mr. May, in his valuable 
work on Parliamentary Practice. 

J. MELLOE SMETHURST. 



23, Pabliament Stbeet, Westminsteb, 
26th January, 1866. 



PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION. 



In general design and arrangement, the text of 
this edition, though modified in accordance with .the 
latest precedents, will be found to correspond with 
that of the former, the Author believing the Greneral 
Bules of Locvs Stcmdiy as originally laid down, to be 
in accordance with the principles on which the deci- 
sions of the Court of Referees have been founded. 

In the Appendix (A) will be found reports of the 
most important cases decided in the last session, 
which have been condensed from those compiled by 
the short-hand writer to the court, to the accuracy 
of which, having carefully compared them with his 
own notes, the Author can personally testify. 

23, Parliament Street, Westminstbr, 
26th January, 1867. 
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CHAPTER I. 

GENERAL RULES. 

The following may be taken as General Bules, 
subject to exceptions hereafter more particularly 

stated. In the cases of : 

L Owners, Lessees, and Occupiers of 
Property. 

That where property is proposed to be taken under 
the authority of Parliament, all persons who 
have a vested interest in such property, whether 
present or future, legal or equitable, and all 
persons to whom parliamentary notices are 
required to be given, are allowed a hcus standi ; 
not so, hqwever, where their property is not 
proposed to be taken, but will be injuriously 
affected by proposed works. 

IL Traders, Freighters, Shipowners, &c. 

That persons in business, on whom traffic or other 
rates and tolls have been or may be imposed, 
have a locus standi against any bill affecting 
them, if they petition as a class ; not so, how- 
ever, a single trader, &;c., petitioning alone. 

III. Competition. 

That railway and other companies and persons 
petitioning against a bill authorising compet- 

B 
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ing works, will be allowed a locus standi under 
Standing Order H. C. 130, but not against a 
bill merely extending competition, or making 
it more effectual. 
[In the chapter under this heading will be found the 

practice of Parliament relating to amalgamation 

bills and facility clauses.] 

IV. Parties Petitioning under Standing 
Order H.C. 133. 

That the municipal or other authority having the 
local management of the metropolis, or of any 
town, or the inhabitants (as a body) of any 
town or district, will be allowed a locw standi 
against a bill injuriously affecting their in- 
terests, if an allegation to that effect is made 
in their petition. 

V. Shareholders. 

That shareholders in a company, whose interests 
are not distinct from the general interests of 
such company, as affected by a bill, will be 
refused a hetu standi on their petition against 
it in the House of Conunons under Standing 
Order 131, but will be allowed a loctis standi 
in either House if they have been dissentients 
at a Whanicliffe meeting. 



CHAPTEB n. 

PRACTICE. 

Besfoee entering into the question aa to what Pj^^'-y 
parties are entitled to be heard on their peti- 
tions against private biDs, it may be well to 
caU attention to the following rules for the 
practice and procedure of referees on private 
bills, framed by the Chairman of Ways and 
Means under Standing Order, H. C. 92 ; as a 
petitioner might be refused a hearing on his 
petition against a bill for non-compliance with 
them. 

** Parties petitioning against private bills in respect of 
any of the following matters, and who desire to be heard 
in opposition by their counsel or agent thereon, viz. : 

'* In the case of bills for authorising the con- 
struction of works, the engineering details of 
the undertaking, the efficiency of the works for 
the proposed object, and the sufficiency of the 
estimate for executing the same ; 

*' In the case of waterworks bills, the nature 
f and amount of the existing and proposed source 
of supply, the quality of the water in each case, 
and the provisions as to storage reservoirs ; 

" In the case of gas bills, the quality of the gas, 
the existing supply and its price, the amount of 
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» 

pressure, the cost of prodnction, and the modes 
of testing the purity and illuminating power of 
the gas, and the proposed maximum price to be 
charged ; 
shall endorse upon their petition, previously to depositing 
the same in the Private Bill Office, a statement of tbe 
grounds (being some one or more of the grounds specified 
above), on which they desire to be so heard ; but it shall 
be competent to the referees, |f satisfied that the omission 
to make such endorsement in any case occurred through 
inadvertence or unavoidable cause, to admit the petitioners 
to be heard before them upon such conditions as they may 
think fit." 

Also to the 128th Standing Order of the House 
of Commons, which is as follows : 

''No petition against a private bill shall be 
taken into consideration by the committee on 
such bill which shall not distinctly specify the 
grounds on which the petitioners object to any of 
the provisions thereof ; and the petitioners shall 
be only heard on such grounds so stated, and if | 

it shall appear to the said committee that such 
grounds are not specified with sufficient accuracy, 
the committee may direct that there be given in 
to the committee a more specific statement in 
writing, but limited to such grounds of objection 
so inaccurately specified." 

Allegations to Hence, in framing a petition, too great care 

l)e sufficiently xixi x i^i n x» 'x 

specific. cannot be taken to make the allegations agamst 

the proposed bill sufficiently specific. In several 
. cases the referees have refused a hcus standi to 
petitioners, on the ground that their objections 
to the proposed bill have not been clearly stated, 
or that it did not appear that their interests 
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would by it be prejudicially aflfected. As these Objections to 

•ni ^'ii J* jx» Preamble. 

cases will be more particularly relerred to in 
the course of this work, it is sufficient at present 
to remark that in all cases in which objection is 
intended to be taken to the "preamble" and 
not merely to the clauses of a bill, a distinct 
prayer to that effect must be inserted in the 
petition; and where this is omitted the loeus 
standi of the petitioners is disallowed : thus in 
the case of the Aldrington, Hove, and Brighton 
Gas Bill, 1866, the Brighton Gas Light and 
Coke Company were refused a hearing against 
the preamble of the bill in consequence of such 
an omission from the prayer of their petition (a) ; 
though petitioners have been allowed a hearing 
against the preamble of a bill without this for- 
mality having been complied with, it being clear 
from the whole of the petition that their objec- 
tion was not to the details, but to the principle 
of the biU. (h) 

A petitioner having presented a petition Petitioners pre- 
against a bill is not thereby precluded from^jtiwis^^ 
presenting another. This was decided in the ^^^^^ ^^"' 
case of the Bromsgrove and Droitwich Water- 
works Bill, 1866 (c), where petitioners having 
presented two petitions against the bill, stated 
their intention to rely on the allegations in 

(a) App. p. 96. (6) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 739. 

(c) App. p. 98. 
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the second, an objection to such proceeding- 
taken by the promoters was overruled. 
Time for ob- With regard to the objections to be taken by 
stanli. ° the promoters of bills to the heus standi of 
petitioners, the following rules also have been 
framed under Standing Order, H. C. 92 : 

«* The promoters of any pijvate biU who in- 
tend to object to the right of petitioners to be 
heard against the same, shall give notice of such 
intention, and of the grounds of their objection, 
to the clerk to the referees, and to, the agents 
for the petitioners, within seven clear days after 
such petition has been deposited in the Private 
Bill Office ; but it shall be competent to the 
referees to allow such notices to be given under 
special circumstances, although the time above 
limited may have expired. 

" Parties who have given such notice as above 
may, at any time, withdraw the same by giving 
notice of withdrawal, in writing, to the clerk to 
the referees." 

The " seven clear days " within which notice 
of objection to the locus standi of a petitioner 
must be served are calculated excluding the 
day on which the petition has been deposited, 
and that on which the objection ha^ been 
served. This was decided in the case of the 
London, Chatham, and Dover and South East- 
em (Bromley, &c.) Eailways Bill, 1866, where 
the petition was deposited on the 23rd, and the 
notice of objection served on the 31st, of March, 
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where an objection as to the due service of the Objections to 

locus standi to 

notice was overruled, {d) be specific 

The grounds of objection to a petition must 
be clearly stated ; and where this is not done, a 
locvs standi will be allowed, as was the case in 
the Chatham and Bochester Gas Bill, 1866, 
where the promoters merely objected to the 
petitioners being heard on the ground ^* that the 
provisions of the bill do not interfere with any 
property or right of the petitioners," the refe- 
rees stating that " they based their decision on 
the ground that the form of objections was too 
vague and general." (e) 

The notice of objection to the locus sta/ndi of Proof of service 
a petitioner must be in writing, and must state objections, 
the grounds on which the promoters object to 
the petitioners being heard, and it must be duly 
served on the agent of the petitioner; and should 
the promoters not be able to prove such service, 
the notice of objections will not be considered 
by the committee. Thus in the case of the 
County Antrim and Belfast Borough Eailway 
Bill, 1865 (/), a petitioner insisted that the 
promoters of the bill should give strict proof 
of the service of notice of objections, and 
though it was shown that they had posted 
letters both to the petitioner and his agent, 
containing such notice, the referees decided 

(d) App. p. 97. {e) App. p. 98. (/) App. p. 91. 
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*4 petitioner. 



JufotmUitf 9( 

}Mrfiti«fW. 



that the Bervice of notice had not been, duly 
proved. 
No»^MM«rMice Where, however, such notice of objectioii to 
the locus standi of a petitioner has been dul j- 
served, and at the time fixed for hearing tlie 
petition and objection no one appears in support 
of the petition, the locus standi of such petitioner 
is disallowed, and the petition is endorsed hy 
the referees to that efiTect. (ff) 

Every petition must be prepared and signed 
in strict conformity with the Bules and Orders 
of the House (Standing Order 129); it must not 
bear the signature of agents on behalf of others 
except in case of incapacity by sickness (A) ; and 
where a petition is signed by parties on behalf 
of others, their locus standi is refused, as was 
the case in the Caledonian Kail way (Edinburgh 
Stations) Bill, 1866, where parties ** subscribing 
for" others were refused a hearing on the ground 
of informality (i) ; and so the petition of a 
chairman of a public meeting signing such peti- 
tion on behalf of those assembled is only re- 
ceived as the petition of the individual, "because 
the signature of one pttrty for others cannot be 
recognised." (h) 

Objections as to the informality of petitions 
may be taken on various grounds, as in the case 

(g) App. p. 91, (A) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 507. 
(t) A^p* p. 89. (k) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 508^ 
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Corporations. 
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of a corporation of a borough, or an incorpo- 
rated company, whose petition must be under 
their respective common seals ; and if this for- 
mality has been neglected, the petition will not 
be considered as in the case of the Glasgow Gas 
Bill, 1843 (Z), where the objection that the seal 
attached to the petition was not the corporate 
seal of the petitioners was taken and sustained ; 
or that the proper parties do not join in the 
petition, as in the case of the East Somerset 
Railway Bill, 1857 (Z), where the Committee Tnuitee*. 
refused to entertain a petition signed by one 
trustee of a turnpike road, the Act of Parliament 
constituting the turnpike trust requiring three 
signatures to such a document; the referees also 
coming to the same conclusion in the case of the 
Thames and Severn Navigation Bill, 1866 (m), 
where the Commissioners of the Thames and 
Isis Navigation were refused a hearing on their 
petition on account of it being only signed by 
the vice-chairman, and which decision was also 
followed by the referees in the case of the Bir- 
mingham Waterworks Bill, 1866 (m), and various 
other bills where the referees refused a loevs 
stcmdi to one of several trustees petitioning 
alone; or that the petition has not been 
legally sanctioned by the parties whose petition 
it purports to be, as in the case of the Worcester 

(0 May*8 Parliamentary Practice, p. 739. (m) App. p. 97. 



10 PRACTICE. 

New Gas Bill, 1848 (n), where the committee 
refused a hearing on a petition which purported 
to be the petition of certain commissioners, bat 
had not been legally sanctioned by them ; which 
decision was also followed in the case of the 
Bray Improyement Bill, 1866, where the referees 
refused a hearing to the Commissioners of Bray, 
the meeting at which the petition was signed not 
having been duly convened, (o) 
Postponement In somo cases the referees have considered 

of consideration •^•ij.j- x xi 'jx' j* ai. 

oflocuistafidi."^ right to postpone the consideration oi the 
locus standi of petitioners. Thus, in the case 
of the Monmouth, Forest of Dean, and Standish 
Junction Railway Bill, 1865 (p), the considera- 
tion of the petition of the promoters of the 
South Wales and Great Western Direct Eail- 
way Bill was postponed on a statement being 
made to the referees that the Board of Trade 
had reported on a bridge proposed to be con- 
structed, and had recommended the making of 
additional works, which recommendation had 
not been complied with, the referees being of 
opinion that the consideration of the loeus 
standi of the petitioners ought to be postponed 
until after the provisions recommended by the 
Board of Trade had been adopted ; and -in the 
case of the London and South Western Railway 

(n) May'sParliamentaryPractice, p. 739. (p) App.p. 174. 

(j>) App. p. 92. 
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(New Lines in Surrey) Bill, 1865 (j), the pro- 
moters of a rival scheme petitioned against the 
biU, and in their petition they styled them- 
selves — "Promoters of a Bill now pending 
before your Honourable House," and it appeared 
that the examiner of petitions had reported on 
their bill that the petitioners had not complied 
with the Standing Orders, and that consequently 
their bill remained for the consideration of the 
Select Committee on Standing Orders, and it 
was decided by the referees, that inasmuch as 
such select committee had not considered the 
bill of the petitioners, they were not then in a 
condition to be heard ; and in the case of the 
Dublin Trunk (Connecting) Eailway Bill, 1866, 
which was a bill to authorise an existing com- 
pany to execute additional works, and which 
had been brought from the House of Lords 
and read a first time in the House of Com- 
mons, but no Whamcliffe meeting had been 
held, the consideration of the petition of a 
shareholder against the bill was postponed 
till after such meeting should haye been 
held, (r) 

As a general rule, the question of hem standi Truth of aii^a- 
must be decided according to the allegations in tion*aMumed. " 
the petition, which, for the sake of argument, 
must be admitted to be true ; but where the 

{q) App. p. 92. (r) App, p. 89. 
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promoters of a bill give notice to the petitioners 
that they dispute the truth of an allegation in 
the petition, the anus prdbandi lies on the peti- 
tioners. Thus, in the case of the Manchester, 
Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway (Extension, 
&c.) Bill, 1865 («), the Lancashire and York- 
shire Railway Company presented a petition 
against the bill, alleging that they were the 
owners of certain junction points connecting 
their railway with the London and North 
Western Railway, but the truth of this allega- 
tion was denied by the promoters of the bill, 
and an objection was made to the locus standi 
of the petitioners, on the ground that the bill 
did not contain power to take or interfere with 
the property of the company, and it was decided 
by the referees that the petitioners should give 
some evidence of their title to the junction 
points previous to the general discussion as 
to their locus standi ; and a similar objection 
having been taken in the case of the Bute Docks 
Cardiff (Construction, &c.) Bill, 1866, to the 
locus standi of a petitioner who was the Lord of 
the Manor of Llandaff, the referees held that 
he should give some evidence of his ownership 
of lands proposed to be taken, (t) 
Uefei-ence to Where the preamble of a bill has been de- 

other Hoiwe."* clared proved by a committee of either House 

(a) App. p. 93. (t) App. p. 95. 
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of Parliament, and the petitioners against the 
"bill have gone through and discussed, and ob- 
tained material alterations in the clauses, or 
have been successful in obtaining the insertion of 
new clauses for their benefit, they are refused a 
locus standi against the preamble of the bill in 
the other House ; thus the Conservators of the 
river Thames were refused by the referees a 
hearing against the Thames Subway Bill, 1866, 
they having withdrawn their opposition to the 
bill when it was before the House of Lords, 
certain clauses tendered by them having been 
inserted in the biU (i^) ; and it seems to have 
been taken for granted by counsel before the 
referees in the case of the Eoach Biver Fishery 
Bill, 1865 (v), that where parties had even dis- 
cussed clauses before the committee in one 
House, they had thereby admitted the principle 
of the bill, and had consequently relinquished 
their right to be heard. This, however, it is 
submitted, is by no means the settled practice 
in either House. It would seem hard on a peti- 
tioner unsuccessful in objecting to the preamble 
of a bill, and afterwards willing to withdraw 
from any further opposition to the bill, should 
he be successful in obtaining the alteration of 
an existing clause, or the insertion of a new 
one for his benefit, that, because he has discussed 

(u) App. p. 95. (v) App. p. 125. 
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such clause, and obtained no redress before a 
committee in one House, he should be debarred 
&om urging his claims again before a committee 
in the other. 

It has been asserted that in the case of a bill 
having passed the House of Lords, a petitioner 
against the bill in the House of Commons who 
did not petition in the House of Lords ought to 
be held to have waived his objection to the bill, 
but the referees have decided that in such a 
case a petitioner is not disqualified. This they 
decided in the case of the Thames Subway Bill, 
1866, where an objection was taken to the 
hm^ stcmdi of a petitioner on the ground that 
when the bill T^as before the House of Lords 
he had not petitioned against it, but his loeua 
stcmdi was allowed, (w) 
lieference to Where two bills are promoted by the same 

either of two . , . t i . 

bills relating to parties relatmg to the sanie undertaking, a peti- 
taking?^ "° ^'' tioner in arguing his right to be heard against 
one bill may refer to the other. Thus, in the 
session of 1865, two bills were promoted by the 
same parties, viz. the Bute Docks Cardiff Bills 
(No. 1) and (No. 2) («), the first being for the 
purpose of enabling the promoters to construct 
additional docks and works of exteiisive char 
racter, communicating with existing docks at 
Cardiff, and the second being a bill for the 

(10) App. p. 162. {x) App. p. 93. 
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management of the old docks, and the new 
docks and works (which were to be considered 
one undertaking), and under the authority of 
(No. 2) Bill, rates, tolls, and charges, were to 
be levied and made for various services, and it 
was provided by (No. 1) Bill, that if (No. 2) Bill 
should be passed into law during the then pre- 
sent session of Parliament, before or after the 
passing into law of (No. 1) Bill the two Acts 
should be read and have effect as if they were 
in all respects one Act ; and on the argument on 
hem standiy an objection having been taken to 
counsel for the petitioners againi^t (No. 1) Bill, 
referring to (No. 2) Bill, that objection was 
overruled; and a similar decision was come 
to in the case of the Greenock Water Bill, 
1866, the rates to be levied under its provisions 
being inserted in another bill then before the 
House, (y) 
Where several petitions have been presented Order in which 

petitior 

against a bill, the referees have decided that heard, 
the question as to the locus standi of each peti- 
tioner must be decided in the order in which 
the petitions have been deposited at the Private 
Bill Office, (z) 

^if) ^pp* P* ^* (') ^PP* P* ^^- 
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CHAPTER m. 

OWNERS, LESSEES, AND OCCUPIERS OP LANDS 

AND HOUSES. 

Parties to whom Thekb is DO Standing Order as to the riffht 

notice to take - . J . - , j ^ 

lands has been 01 owners, lessees, and occupiers of lands, and 
^*^^' houses, to be heard on their petitions against 

private bills, but by the practice of Parliament 
aU parties to whom a parliamentary notice is 
directed by the Standing Orders of either House 
Owners. to be givou, having a vested interest in lands or 

houses intended to be taken compulsorily under 
the provisions of a bill, have been allowed a 
hearing. Where, however, the powers inserted 
in a bill to take land are merely permissive, the 
loeus standi of the owner is disallowed. Thus, 
in the case of the Aldrington, Hove, and Brigh- 
ton Gas Bill, 1866 (a), a landowner to whom the 
ordinary notice had been given, and who peti- 
tioned against the bill, was refused a hearing 
** on the ground that there was no power taken 
in the bill to purchase land otherwise than by 
agreement." It has been decided also that a 
party having an equitable interest only in lands 

(a) App. p. 107, 
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proposed to be taken, has a right to be heard. 
Thus, in the case of the Badstoek and Bath 
Eailway Bill, 1865 (6), a petitioner whose name 
was not inserted in the book of reference, and 
who had not been served with notice of the bill, 
was allowed a locvs standi on a petition against 
it, notice having been served on the trustees, 
who had the legal estate in the lands proposed 
to be taken. Where parties, however, have only 
a contingent interest in lands proposed to be 
taken, it is generally considered that they are 
not entitled to a locus standi. 

Lessees and occupiers of lands or houses pro- Lessees, 
posed to be taken have also a right to be heard 
against a bill for such purpose ; and yearly Yearly tenauts. 
tenants, though not objecting to the proposal to 
take the houses they occupy, have a right to be 
heard as to the method of awarding compensa- 
tion to them, (e) 

A landowner whose land is proposed to be Ownei iieard 
taken under the provisions of a bill has a right ^iie bill! ' 
to be heard against the whole scheme which is 
the object of the bill ; it has, however, been 
attempted to limit his hcus standi to those works 
which would physically affect his land, but the 
referees have decided, in accordance with former 
practice, that he is entitled to be heard generally 

(b) Unreported, 
(c) Manchester, Sheffield, &c., Bill; App. p. 111. 
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against the bill. Thus, in the case of the Cale- 
donian Bailway (Greenock and Gourock Exten- 
sions) Bill, 1866 (d)y where it was proposed to 
take a certain piece of land for the purpose 
of making a railway, the promoters contended 
that the owner had a right only to be heard 
against so much of the bill as related to 
the railway, but not against that part which 
authorised the construction of a pier for which 
his land was not required, but it was held that 
he was entitled to be heard generally against 
the bill. 
Abandonment In cascs where uoticc to take land has been 
taireUnds. givcu to an owncr, and he has petitioned against 
the biU, and on his appearance in support of his 
petition before the committee appointed to con- 
sider the bill the promoters have agreed to insert 
a clause omitting such land from the operation 
of the bill, it has always been doubtful whether 
a committee would or would not grant him a 
I0CU8 sUmdi. Thus, in the case of the Lancaster 
and Carlisle Eailway Bill, 1858 (e), it was held 
by the committee in the House of Commons, 
that a landowner, whose land was proposed to be 
taken under the provisions of the biU as read 
a second time, was entitled to be heard, though 
such land was omitted in the bill as submitted 
to the committee, whilst on the other hand, in 

{d) App. p. 106. («) May's Parliamentary Practioe, p. 732. 
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the House of Lords, a petitioner against the 
Caledonian Bailway Bill, 1860 (/), and also a 
petitioner against the Blackburn, Chorley, and 
Wigan Bailway Bill, 1863 {g\ were both re- 
fused a hearing, on the promoters of the bill 
tendering clauses excluding the lands of the 
petitioners from the operation of the respec- 
tive bills ; and a committee of the House of 
Commons also held that a petitioner to whom 
notice had been given to take his land was 
not entitled to be heard against an amended 
bill, which did not propose to interfere with 
it (A) 

The referees have, however, decided that no no alterations 
powers have been conferred on them to °iake|^^**^°" 
or authorise any alteration in the clauses of a 
bill, and that, therefore, if powers are inserted 
in a bill to take land the owner has a right to 
be heard against the bill, even though the pro- 
moters should be willing to waive the powers to 
take his land. Thus, in the case of the Cale- 
donian Bailway (Edinburgh Stations) Bill, 
1866 (i), in which powers were inserted to take 
the land of certain petitioners, the promoters 
proposed to abandon such powers and opposed 
the hcus standi of the petitioners, on the ground 

(/) May*s Parliamentary Practioe, p. 732. (g) Unreported. 
(A) Cork and Waterford Railway Bill, 1854; Ma/s Parlia- 
mentary Practice, p. 732. (t) App. p. 108. 
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Amended bill 
requisite. 



Lands pur- 
chased since 
presentation of 
petition. 



pf sach proposal having been made, but the re* 
ferees stated that the petitioners had a right to 
appear before the committee, and that that waa 
the tribunal before which such proposition 
should be made. And when it is considered 
that committees have power to award costs to a 
petitioner, but the referees have no such power, 
it is to be hoped that the decision will be strictly 
followed, and that promoters of bills will not be 
allowed to put landowners to the expense of 
opposing them, and then get rid of their oppo- 
sition by striking out of the bills the powers to 
take their land, (h) 

From this it would seem clear that in any 
case where the promoters of a bill are willing to 
relinquish the power to take any land, notice to 
take which has been given to the owner, their 
only course to prevent such owner being heard 
against the bill is to present an amended bill, 
excluding from its operation such land. 

To obtain a hcus standi, as landowner, the 
petitioner must have been the owner of the 
land before the presentation of the petition. 
Thus, in the case of the Ely and Ogmore 
Valley Junction Eailway Bill, 1865. (Z), certain 
petitioners opposed, on the ground that the rates 



{k) See, however, Bridport, Lyme, and South Coast Railway Bill, 
1866 (App. p. 155), as to effect of striking out of the bill powers to 
make one of various railways. {I) App. p. 99. 
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and tolls proposed to be authorised were exces- 
sive. The petitioners, at the time that the 
petition was presented, were owners of large 
mineral property in the neighbourhood of the 
proposed line, and since the presentation of the 
petition had become purchasers of land proposed 
to be taken, but their locus standi was dis- 
allowed. It was suggested that they might have 
presented another petition as landowners sinoe 
the purchase of the land, but it seems very 
doubtful if such a course would enable parties to 
be heard. It was stated by counsel, in the 
argument in this case, that in the year 1864, 
the North British Kailway Company had pur- 
chased land after the Scottish Central Railway 
Company had given notice to take it, and* that 
their locus standi against that company's bill 
was disallowed, as it was a colourable pur- 
chase. 

Owners of mineral property, under land Minora!*, 
proposed to be taken, are entitled to a locus 
stomdi (m) ; it has also been stated that parties 
entitled to an easement over a river, the navi- Ea8en>«it«. 
gation of which may be interfered with by the 
proposed undertaking, have a right to be heard 
against a bill authorising such interference. 
The referees, however, have decided the con- 
trary, and have refused a locus sta/ndi to a ripa- 

(ib) See North Stafibrcbhira Railway Bill, 1865; App. p. 120. 
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rian proprietor, whose land was situated higher 
up the stream than the proposed works (n) ; 
where, however, it is proposed to abstract water 
from a stream to the injury of riparian pro- 
prietors, they are, as will be seen hereafter, 
entitled to be heard against a bill for such 
purpose. It would seem, howeyer, that parties 
entitled to an easement oyer land proposed to 
be taken should be heard against a bill mate- 
rially affecting their rights, and that in a manor 
the tenants entitled to rights of pasture, or 
other rights oyer commons, would be entitled to 
a locus standi on their petition against a bill 
authorising the construction of works that would 
interfere with their rights in regard to such 
commons. 
Petitioners We may mention shortly yarious classes of 

hfard as laud- persons who, though uot landowners^ haye a 
owners. x yjgjji; ^ y^ heard in that character, or who, being 

landowners, are also heard, though no part of 
their land is proposed to be taken for or inju- 
riously affected by proposed works. Thus, a 
lord of a manor against a bill which would 
affect his manorial rights (p) ; a canal company 
against a bill authorising the taking or im- 
pounding of water which feeds the canal (p) ; 

(«) Farehana and Netley Railway Bill, 1865; App. p. 100. 

(0) Bute Docks, Cai-diff, &c., Bill, 1866 ; App. p. 95. 

{p) Brorosgrove and Droitwich Waterworks Bill; App. p. 113. 
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riparian proprietors, as will be seen hereafter; 
landowners, against bills to authorise the ab- 
stracting of underground waters to the injury 
of their property (q) ; district boards of works 
against bills interfering wi^h streets, the duties 
and powers of paving which are vested in them 
by the Metropolitan Management Acts ; conser- 
vators of rivers against bills proposing to inter- 
fere with the free navigation of the rivers under 
their charge ; and commissioners or trustees of 
harbours, against bills affecting the entrances 
or approaches thereto, or authorising works or 
granting powers which might be detrimental to 
the shipping frequenting such harbours. The 
reader may call to mind many cases qusdem 
generis where the loctis standi of petitioners 
would undoubtedly be allowed, though no case 
exactly in point may have been determined. 

Trustees of roads, though legal owners of 
land, are not entitled to be heard in the charac- 
ter of landowners ; they are heard simply against 
powers to interfere with the levels, &c., of 
roads, but not generally against biUs, nor are 
they entitled to be heard on the ground that 
the tolls of the roads proposed to be interfered 
with may be diminished, (r) 

With regard to the right of a riparian pro- Riparian pro- 
prietors. 

(g) Post, p. 25. 
(r) Caledonian Railway, &c., Bill, 1866; App. p. 107. 
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prietor to be heard against a bill anthoriBiiig' 
the abstracting water from a stream boundizig^ 
or intersecting his property, it is difficult to 
determine how near to such property the ab- 
straction must take place to give him a hcus 
standi. It would seem to be clear that he has 
no right to be heard in respect of any inter- 
ference with the water lower down the stream 
than his property, as it is difficult (except in the 
case of navigable rivers and interference with 
fisheries) to conceive a case in which he would 
be injured. With regard to the taking or 
impounding water higher up the stream than 
the land of a petitioner, it was generally thought 
that his locus standi would be refused, if the 
proposed abstraction were to take place at a 
greater distance than twenty miles from his pro- 
perty, Standing Order H. C. 23 directing no- 
tice in such a case to be given to the owners, 
lessees, and occupiers of " all mills and manu- 
factories or other works using the water of such 
stream for a distance of twenty miles below the 
point at which such water is intended to be 
abstracted." The point, however, was fully con- 
sidered in the case of the Weardale and Shildon 
Water Bill, 1866 (s), which was a bill to autho- 
rise the promoters to appropriate the waters of 
various streams which ran into the river Wear. 

(s) App. p. 103. 
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The corporation of Durham, which is situate 
about twenty-three miles from the point at which 
it was intended to appropriate such waters, 
petitioned against the bill, not only in their 
character as a corporation, alleging that the city 
of Durham would be injuriously affected by the 
proposed abstraction, but also as riparian pro- 
prietors, and their loevs standi was objected to 
principally on the ground that Durham was not 
within twenty miles of the point at which the 
promoters took powers to abstract the waters 
of the streams ; but the referees decided 
that they had a right to be heard, and it is 
submitted that injv/ry and not distance should 
govern such a case. (See also Maryport Im- 
provement Bill, 1866, Ex parte Lord Lecon- 
field.) (t) 

In the case of waterworks bills, authorising Underground 
the sinking of wells or the construction of 
works which would drain the underground 
water from lands, the owners of such lands are 
entitled to be heard (Cambridge University 
and Town Waterworks Bill, 1866). {u) So also 
the owners of springs or wells, the waters of 
which might be diminished in consequence of 
the proposed works (South Staffordshire Water- 
works Bill, 1866, Ex parte Feoffees, &c., of 
Lichfield), (v) 

if) App. p. 105. (m) App. p. 111. («) App. p. 116. 
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Owners, lessees, and occupiers of bouses 
supplied with water by a water company 
baye no right to be heard against a bill 
authorising such company to raise additional 
capital, on the ground that such houses are 
inadequately supplied with water, and that 
the provisions of the Act incorporating the 
company have not been complied with (Dundee 
Water Bill, 1866, Ex parte Sir William and 
Lady Scott), (to) 

Owners, lessees, and occupiers of land, how- 
eyer, are not allowed a locvs standi against 
a bill which does not authorise the taking of 
their land, but which authorises the construc- 
tion of works which will injuriously affect 
their property. 

Thus, in the case of the Fareham and Netley 
Railway Bill, 1865 (x), a landowner, who was 
also a riparian proprietor, presented a petition 
against the bill, and he alleged that his pro- 
perty commanded an extensive and picturesque 
view, which would be greatly marred, and the 
anchorage ground where he kept his yacht in 
the river fronting his property, which extended 
to the river, would be destroyed by the con- 
struction of the proposed railway, and his Ioculs 
standi was disallowed. 

So also the Skinners' Company were refused 

(w) App, p. 104, (a?) App. p. 100. 
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a hearing on their petition against the South 
Eastern Kailway Bill, 1865 (y), though there 
was an allegation in their petition that the 
works to be authorised by the bill would 
encroach on the ancient lights of the peti- 
tioners, and though a clause had been inserted 
in a former Act forbidding the reduction in 
width of a certain street, the effect of which 
would have been to destroy or injure such 
ancient lights, and an injunction had been 
obtained in the Court of Chancery to restrain 
the company from proceeding with their works, 
in violation of such Act, and such injunction 
had not been dissolved. 

So also in the case of the North London, 
Highgate, and Alexandra Park Bailway Com- 
pany's Bill, 1865 (z), a petition was presented 
against the bill, alleging that the road in front 
of an inn, in which the petitioners were inter- 
ested as owners and occupiers respectively, 
would be crossed by the proposed railway by 
means of a high viaduct, and thereby the pro- 
perty of the petitioners would be injuriously 
affected ; but their locus standi was disallowed, 
their property not being within the limits of 
deviation. 

These decisions have been strictly followed 
by the referees in the last session, they having 

(y) -^pp* p* ^01' W -App. p- 102. 
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in every instance refused a locus standi to 
petitioners whose land it was not proposed 
to take, but who alleged that it would be 
injuriously afifected by proposed works. See 
the cases of the London and North Western 
Railway (New Works) Bill, Ex parte Connor 
and Others {aa), and the Belfast Central Rail- 
way Bm, Ex parte the Bishop of Down and 
Others, {hb) 
Petitioners The casc of the Caledonian Railway (Edin- 

ovei"proi»r^ burgh Station) Bill, 1866 (cc), seems at first 
to be taken. gight to be an exception to the general rule. 
It was a bill (inter alia) to authorise the pro- 
moters to take compulsorily the land and houses 
of the south-eastern sides of Rutland Square 
and Rutland Street, in Edinburgh ; and also to 
take or interfere with the enclosed area or 
pleasure ground in the centre of the square, 
and certain parts of the roads surrounding such 
area, the only entrance to the square being by 
Rutland Street, which would under the pro- 
visions of the bill be greatly reduced in width. 
The land in the square was to be taken for the 
purpose of erecting on it a railway station and 
hotel. The bill was opposed, not only by 
owners whose houses would be taken, but also 
by owners of houses on the north side of 
the square, whose houses were not within 

(aa) App. p. 115. (hb) App. p. 117. {cc) App. p. 108. 
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4 

the limits of deviation, on the ground, that 
when the land round the square was let out 
on building leases, it was stipulated that no 
buildings but dwelling-houses should be erected 
in the square, such houses to be built according 
to a certain plan and elevation ; and also that 
the roads round the area in the centre of the 
square should be made and kept in order at the 
expense of the diflferent proprietors of houses 
in the square ; and also that the centre area 
should be surrounded with railing, and kept as 
a pleasure ground by and for the benefit and 
exclusive use of the proprietors of such houses. 
The locus standi of these petitioners was allowed, 
they being considered, as it were, joint tenants 
of the area in the centre of the square, and 
also entitled, in accordance with mutual cove- 
nants, to restrain the erection of any other 
buildings than dwelling-houses in the square. 
This case is easily distinguished from the Cale- 
donian Kailway (Greenock and Gourock Ex- 
tensions) Bill, 1866, Ex parte Latham and 
Others, {dd) 

It has been asserted that an incumbent of incumbent of 
a church has been allowed a locus standi against 
a bill to authorise the construction of a rail- 
way, on the ground that the vibration caused 
by the trains would interfere with the services 

{dd) App. p. 106. 
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of the church (ee) ; but it is submitted, on the 
authority of the preceding cases, that his loeus 
standi would not now be allowed, though the 
referees might, perhaps, grant a hcua standi to 
a vestry, or inhabitants of the district, in such 
a case, under the 133rd Standiug Order of the 
House of Commons hereafter referred to. 

A railway, canal, or other company would, 
by the ordinary practice of Parliament, have a 
hcus standi as landowners on their petition 
against a bill proposing to take or use any 
land, station, or works belonging to such com- 
pany, but a special Standing Order, H. C. 132, 
has been pqssed to regulate the loetis standi of 
railway companies in such cases, which is as 
follows : 

" Where a railway bill contains provisions for 
taking or using any part of the lands, railway, 
stations or accommodations of another company, 
or for running engines or carriages upon or 
across the same, or for granting other facilities, 
such company shall be entitled to be heard upon 
their petition against the preamble and clauses 
of such bill." 

Parties to whom It is generally considered that all parties to 

given^. whom the Standing Orders of the Houses of 

Parliament direct notice to be given, as ovmers, 

lessees, and occupiers of lands and houses, have 

a right to a locvs stcmdi. 

{ee) See the argument in South Eastern Railway Bill, 1865 ; 
Law Times Reports, yol. zii. p. 98. 
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By Standing Order, H. C. 23, where, under To abstract 
the authority of a bill, it is proposed to abstract ^re^."*™ ^^ 
water from any stream for the purpose of sup- 
plying any cut, canal, reservoir, aqueduct, navi- 
gation or waterwork, notice in writing of such 
bill must be given to the owners or reputed 
owners, lessees or reputed lessees, and occupiers 
of all mills and manufactories, or other works 
using the water of such stream for a distance of 
twenty miles below the point at which such 
water is intended to be abstracted, and the real 
owners, lessees, and occupiers of such works 
have always been considered entitled to a Jocm 
standi on their petition against a bill for such 
purposes. 

So also in the case of a bill authorising the To make 

1 . /. 1 . 1 J X XT- cemeteries or 

making of a burial-ground or cemetery, or the gasworks. 
erection of works for the manufacture of gas, 
notice must be served (Standing Order, H. 0. 24) 
upon the owner, lessee, and occupier of every 
dwelling house situate within 300 yards of the 
limits within which the proposed burial-ground, 
cemetery, or gasworks, are intended to be 
erected or made, and it is submitted that, 
against such a bill, such parties would have a 
right to a locus standi. 

So also in the case of a bill relating to crown. To take ciown 
church, or corporation property, or property ^"^^ ^' 
held in trust for public or charitable purposes. 
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notice of the application for such bill must be 
served (Standing Order, H. C. 25) upon the 
owners or reputed owners of such property, and 
the lessees or reputed lessees of such property, 
holding leases granted for a life or lives, or for 
any term of twenty-one years or upwards, and 
it is submitted that against such a bill, such 
owners and lessees would have a right to be 
heard. 
Alteration or In the casc of a bUl whereby any express 
^r^iaioM. Statutory provision in force for the protection 
of the owner, lessee, or occupier of any property, 
or for the protection or benefit of any public 
trustee or commissioner, corporation, or person, 
specifically named in such provision, is sought 
to be altered or repealed (except in cases where 
the consent of such parties is by Standing Order, 
H. C. 172, required to be proved before the com- 
mittee on the bill), notice in writing of such 
bill and of the intention to alter or repeal such 
provision must, under Standing Order, H. 0. 26, 
be served upon every such owner, lessee, or oc- 
cupier, public trustees or commissioners, corpo- 
ration or person, and it is submitted that such 
parties would be entitled ta be heard against a 
bill for such purposes. 

It might be thought that the decision before 
referred to (ante, p. 26) in the case of the petition 
of the Skinners' Company against the South 
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Eastern Bailway Bill, 1865, would militate 
against this view ; but it will be seen, on refer- 
ence to the report of that case, that the clause 
in the previous bill, on which the petitioners 
based their right to be heard, was a general one, 
forbidding the railway company to stop up or 
reduce in width a certain street, and that the 
property of the petitioners was not specifically 
referred to. 

In the case of a bill whereby the whole or Relinquishment 
any part of a work authorised by any former ^ "^^^ ^' 
Act is intended to be relinquished, notices in 
writing, under Standing Order, H. C. 27, must 
be served upon the owners or reputed owners, 
lessees or reputed lessees, and occupiers of the 
lands in which any part of the said work in- 
tended to be thereby relinquished is situate ; 
whether such owners, lessees, and occupiers 
would be entitled to be heard against a bill, 
the object of which is to relinquish works, is a 
question of great importance, though it is be- 
lieved that there has been no decision on this 
point for several years. 

In 1852 it was held by a committee of the 
House of Commons that where the owner of 
land on a line proposed to be abandoned, 
and the compulsory powers to take which, 
authorised by the Act, had expired, petitioned 
against a bill authorising such abandonment, he 

D 
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was not entitled to be heard, (jf ) And in 1858 
it was also held by a committee of the House 
of Commons that in the case of a bill for 
extension of time for the purchase of land^ 
and completion of works, and for an abandon- 
ment of part of the undertaking, owners of 
land which the company were authorised to 
take by their former Act, but the power of 
taking which they proposed to abandon by 
their bill before the committee, had no lo(yu8 
standi, (gg) 

It does not appear from the report of these 
two cases that the respective companies had 
purchased any land &om the owners, or had 
even given notice to take the land, in which 
case the relation of vendor and purchaser 
would have been established. It is considered 
that in such a case a landowner, having been 
compelled to part with his land, might pro- 
bably be allowed a hovA standi ; and it seems 
strange that Parliament should require notice 
of a bill for the relinquishment of a work autho- 
rised by a former Act to be served on the 
owners, lessees, and occupiers " of the lands in 
which any part of the said work is intended to 

(ff) Eastern CooDiies Railway Bill ; May's Parliamentary 
Practice, p. 731. 

(gg) Seyem Valley Railway Bill ; May's Parliamentary Practice, 
p. 731. 
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be relinquished," if they were powerless to 
oppose the bill in consequence of their locvs 
standi on their petition being refused. 

In the case of the Great Western Bail way Landowners 
(Additional Powers) Bill, 1866 {hh\ it was fo?*^\enIioB 
decided that a landowner, whose land was®^*™** 
authorised by the original Act to be taken 
for the purposes of an intended railway, had 
no right to be heard against a bill for an 
extension of time for the construction of such 
railway. 

A landowner with whom a company has Having agiee- 
entered into an agreement not to construct promoters, 
certain works, has a right to be heard against 
a bill in which powers have been inserted for 
such construction. This was decided in the 
case of the South Staffordshire Water Bill, 
1866 (n), the promoters having entered into 
an agreement with the petitioners not to make 
certain erections; and the following was the 
decision: " Locus standi allowed for the purpose 
of seeing a clause inserted for the reservation 
of their rights under the agreement." 

A landowner who has contracted to sell land Being creditors. 
to an incorporated company for the purpose of 
their undertaking, has no lo(M8 standi against a 
bill authorising such company to make other 
works, and to apply their capital towards their 

(hh) App. p. 110. (n) App. p. 115, 
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constnictioii, eyen though the company has 
not been able to complete the pnrdiase in 
consequence of want of funds (Llanellj Bailway 
and Dock Bill, 1866). {kk) 

{kk) App. p. 110. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

TRADERS AND FREIGHTERS, SHIPOWNERS, Ac. 

The persons composing any of the above classes Former 
do not come within the purview of any Stand- ^^ 
ing Order of either House of Parliament ; and 
as it was formerly in the discretion of each 
committee to admit or revise their hcua standi, 
several conflicting decisions might be cited ; but 
the attention of the referees has been in several 
important cases directed to this question, and 
they seem to have agreed to a general rule on 
the subject ; it may, however, be useful to notice 
in detail the cases that came before them. 

This general rule appears to be, that per- Genei-ai mie. 
6ons in business in a district through which a 
railway or canal is projected, or in which works 
requiring the sanction of Parliament are in- 
tended to be undertaken, whose interests or 
whose business will be injuriously affected 
thereby, or on whom it is intended to levy tolls, 
rates, or charges, will be allowed a locvs standi 
if they petition as a class : not so, however, a 
single trader, &c., petitioning alone. It has, 
however, been frequently decided that "peti- 
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tioners, praying for a reyision of tolls chaise- 
able by railway companies, are not entitled to 
be heard unless the question of tolls be in- 
volved in the bill." (a) 

Thns, in the case of the Fareham and Netley 
Railway Bill, 1865 (fc), the owners and occupiers 
of wharfs and quays abutting on the Bursledon 
or Hamble river, petitioned against the bill ; and 
it appeared that their property was situated 
higher up the stream, and would not be inter- 
fered with by the proposed works ; but it was 
alleged in the petition that the bill would 
authorise th© construction of a bridge or via- 
duct over the said river, which would cause a 
serious obstruction to the navigation of the said 
river, and thereby injuriously affect their pro- 
perty and business, and their heiM standi was 
allowed. 

So also in the case of the North Staffordshire 
Railway Bill, 1865 (c), the owners of mines 
and minerals along certain projected lines of 
railway petitioned against the clauses in the bill 
giving the company power to charge a six-mile 
toll for any goods carried any distance on the 
proposed railways. It was conceded that the 
petitioners had a locus standi, qua owners of 
minerals, but their hcv^ standi as traders was 

(a) May's Parliamentary Pi-actice, p. 731. 
(6) App. p. 120. (c) Ibid, 
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objected to ; but it was decided that they had a 
general loetis standi. 

Bo also in the case of the London and North 
TVestem Bailway (New Works in England and 
Scotland) Bill, 1865 (eZ), the Chairman of the 
Chamber of Commerce, and certain merchants 
and traders in Liyerpool, petitioned against the 
bill, and they stated in their petition that the 
bill provided that the railway proposed to be 
made, and others to be widened and improved 
nnder the powers of the bill, should, with re- 
spect to toUs, rates, and charges, be part of the 
general undertaking of the company, and they 
complained (inter alia) that the scale of tolls, 
rates, &c., was fixed in an unfair and arbitrary 
manner. The petitioners argued that, inas^ 
much as the 156th Standing Order of the 
House of Commons directed the committee on 
every railway bill to fix the tolls and deter- 
mine the maximum charges, and every other 
expense, &c., it would be most inexpedient for 
that to be done in the absence of the parties 
interested, and though the bill did not propose 
to alter or vary the tolls, rates, and charges, 
which were payable at the time, the hcus standi 
of the petitioners was allowed against so much 
of the bill as related to the tolls, rates, and 
charges. 

(cO App, p. 121. . 
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The general rule, as stated above, was fol- 
lowed in the case of the Monmonthshire Bail- 
way and Canal Bill, 1865 («), where certais 
freighters petitioned against the bill, aUegiig 
that the company had not completed certain 
works authorised by their Act of 1853, and for 
the completion of which the period of five 
years was limited, &c., and the petition also 
alleged that certain short-distance charges were 
unfair, and their locus standi was allowed ; And 
this decision was also followed in the case of the 
Swansea Canal Transfer Bill, 1865 (/), against 
which three distinct sets of petitioners, all en- 
gaged in the mineral trade of the district, were 
allowed a locwf standi, though each petition 
represented private parties; but in this case the 
argument for the petitioners seems to have 
been confined to the construction of the 153rd 
Order H.C., which is as follows : 

" No railway company shall be authorised to 
construct, or enlarge, purchase, or take on lease, 
or otherwise appropriate, any dock, pier, harbour, 
or ferry, or to acquire or use any steam-vessels 
for the conveyance of goods and passengers, or to 
apply any portion of their capital or revenue to 
other objects distinct from the undertaking of a 
railway company, unless the committee on tbe 
bill report that such a restriction ought not to be 
enforced, with the reasons and facts upon which 
their opinion is founded " — 

W App. P- 122. ' (/) App. p. 123. 
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it being argued (and the court seems to have 
concurred in the argument), that the provisions 
of the Standing Order could not be carried 
into effect unless the traders themselves were 
heard. 

And against the same bill the Conservators Conservators 
of S\^ansea Harbour, who were the owners of 
the docks there, were allowed a loevs standi on 
their petition objecting to the transfer of a 
canal to the railway company, on the ground 
that the canal was intended for the carriage of 
goods from the port of Swansea for the nume- 
rous works and manufactories in the Swansea 
valley, and that it would be injurious to the 
petitioners, and to the traders, manufacturers, 
and landowners interested in the prosperity of 
the trade of the district, that the canal should 
be transferred to the railway company. 

So also in the case of the Eoach River 
Fishery Bill, 1865 (^), which was a bill to incor- 
porate a company, and to vest in such company 
the fishery in the river Koach, to the exclusion 
of the public generally,, the dredgermen and 
fishermen who exercised the right of fishing in 
such river were allowed a locus standi, though 
at the same time the owners of the foreshore 
• had their locus standi disallowed. 
^ "Where, however, the petitioners are merely shipowners. 

{g) App. p. 125. 
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shipowners, canying on trade to and from any 
port or harbonr, they will be refased a Uxms 
standi against a bill for improving such port or 
harbour, even though the bill may take power 
to levy rates and tolls on the ships carrying on 
such trade, as in the case of the Maryport 
Improvement, &c.. Bill, 1866 (A), which was a 
bill to authorise the promoters (inter alia) to 
construct a dock and other harbour works, and 
a joint petition against the bill was presented 
by three classes of persons, described as rate- 
payers, shipowners, and coalowners, at Mary- 
port, who objected to the provisions in the bill 
to increase very largely the present rates and 
charges on ships using the harbour, and to 
impose new and exorbitant rates and charges 
on the export of coals and merchandise, the 
locfis standi of the ratepayers and shipowners 

Coalowners. was disallowed, whilst that of the coalowners, 
who alleged that they represented ll-12ths of 
the export coal trade of Maryport, was allowed. 

Pilots. Pilots navigating a river have been held not 

to be entitled to be heard against a bill autho- 
rising works which might obstruct such navi- 
gation, the proper parties to be heard being the 
conservators of the river. (See the case of the 
Thames Subway Bill, 1866.) (i) 

Fire Assurance Agaiust the Huddcrsfield Water Bill, 1866 (i), 

Coinpiinies. 

(h) App. p. 128. (»•) App. p. 131. (k) Ibid, 
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an attempt of a novel character to obtain a hear- 
ing was made by the Sun Fire Assurance Com- 
pany, on the ground that a clause in the bill 
provided that the water to be supplied need not 
constantly be under pressure, and that the peti- 
tioners would suflFer injury if provisions were 
not inserted in the bill to insure a constant 
supply and high pressure. Their loeua standi 
was disallowed. 

The decision in the case of the Swansea single trader. 
Canal Transfer Bill, 1865 (Z), which allowed a 
loctia standi on their petitions to private parties 
only representing themselves, but not a class 
of traders, would at first sight seem to be 
opposed to the decisions in the cases of the 
Ely and Ogmore Valleys Junction Eailway 
Bill, 1865 (m) ; and the Caledonian and Scot- 
tish Central Eailway Companies' Bill, 1865 (n), 
in each of which cases the petitioner, who 
was an extensive owner of ironworks and 
mineral fields, was refused a hearing; the 
decision in both the last-mentioned cases turn- 
ing upon the fact that the petitioners were 
single traders, and that their object nught be 
only to make terms for themselves, and not to 
protect the interests of a class. However, the 
three decisions in the case of the Swansea Canal 
Transfer Bill, 1865, against which the referees 

(I) Ante, p. 40. (m) App. p. 99. (n) App. p. 126. 



-11 TRADEBS, FBEIGHTEBS, ETC. 

allowed a trader, or a firm of traders, a loeus 
sbmd% though seemingly opposed to the deci- 
sions in the two last-mentioned cases, may be, 
perhaps, reconciled with them, either, as before 
stated, by reference to the 153rd Standing 
Order H.C., or by arguing that there being 
three different petitions of private parties, they 
might conjointly be taken to represent the 
traders of the district. 

In the last session the right of a single trader 
to be heard was argued at great length in the 
case of the North British Bailway (Camps, &c.. 
Branches) Bill (o), which was a bill to autho- 
rise the promoters to make railways in certain 
districts, in which the Coltness Iron Company 
were lessees of extensive mineral fields. They 
petitioned against the bill, on the ground that 
the tolls, rates, and charges, which it was pro- 
posed by the bill to authorise, were excessive 
and unreasonable. Doubts were thrown by a 
member of the court on the statement made 
by the author, that the decision in the case of 
the Caledonian and Scottish Central Bailway 
Companies' Bill, 1865, turned upon the feet 
that the petitioners were a single firm of 
traders, and the chairman of the court re- 
marked ^ that it had not been decided that in 
no case could a single trader be heard." How- 

(o) App. p. 129. 
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eyer^ the objection taken by the promoters was 
on the principle stated aboye, and was as 
follows : 

'* The petitioners are a single firm of traders, 
and are not entitled to be heard against the tolls 
proposed by the bill, as they represent only their 
individual interests, and not the interests of a 
dasSb" 

And on this ground, there being no other objec- 
tion taken to the petitioners being heard on 
the question of tolls, their hctfs standi was dis- 
allowed, and it remains to be remarked that in 
no single case on a question of tolls has a single 
trader, qua trader, been heard against a bill. 
' It has been asserted that in the House of 
Lords the practice is difi^rent ; and that in the 
case of the Solway Junction Bill, 1864 (p), a 
locus standi was allowed to two shipowners hay- 
ing large interests, who petitioned against the 
bill; howeyer, the coalowners who had been 
allowed a hcus standi against the Maryport 
Improyement^ &c.. Bill in the House of Com- 
mons were refused one in the House of Lords (j), 
the committee in that House also disallowing 
the hcus standi of the shipowners, ^^ except as 
to that part of the bill which authorised the 
keeping of a steam-tug, for which rates would 
haye to be paid by the shipowners." 

(jp) Law Times Reports, vol. zii. p. 249. 
(9) Earl Devon's Committee. 
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wiiereDoinjaiy In Order to obtain a locus standi as traders, 
&c., the parties petitioning mnst allege a 
grievance by showing that the rates, tolls, 
charges, &c., are already too high, or that 
by a transfer of a company, or an amalgar 
mation, their interests may be prejudicially 
affected. It is not sufficient to allege that 
they may be injured by competition with 
other parties in consequence of any proposed 
railway or works. Thus, in the case of the 
Lancashire Union Bailways (Amended) Bill, 
1865 (r), the traders, &c., at Widnes petitioned 
against the bill, alleging that the town and port 
of Widnes were seven miles nearer to certain 
coalfields than the town and port of Garston 
were, but that it was proposed by the bill to 
charge the same rates, tolls, and charges for 
coals for shipment by either port, and that they 
would thus be deprived of the natural advantages 
they possessed by reason of their being nearer 
than the town of Garston was to the said coal- 
fields ; and their locus standi was disallowed. 
Allegation as In a petition by merchants, traders, or 
^^2c!^ freighters, against a biU, on the ground of 
excessive, partial, or unequal rates, charges, or 
tolls, a distinct statement to that effect must be 
made ; and where such allegation was made in 
the petition of the merchants and traders of 

(r) App. p. 126. 
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Liverpool against the London and North West- 
em (New Works in England and Scotland) Bail- 
way Bill, 1865, before referred to {ante, p. 39), 
the lo(ms standi of the petitioners was allowed ; 
whereas the locus standi of the very same parties, 
who petitioned against the Manchester, Sheffield 
and Lincolnshire Bailway Bill, 1865 (te), was 
disallowed, because such allegation was omitted 
from the petition, though there was an express 
statement in it that the bill would be of no 
public or local advantage, ^ unless stringent and 
effective provisions were inserted in the bill for 
securing an equal and impartial scale, and an 
arrangement of the tolls and charges over the 
company's system." 

(«) App, p. 127. 
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CHAPTER V. 

COMPETITION. 

Former pno FoB many years it was generally held as a 
parliamentary rule, that petitioners against 
priyate bills were not entitled to a loctis standi 
on the ground of Competition. This rule was, 
however, gradually modified, and in several 
cases ^parties petitioning against a bill, on the 
ground of competition, were allowed a locus 
standi; and in the year 1853, the House of 
Commons issued a Standing Order to the efiect 
that it should be competent to the committees 
on private bills to admit petitioners to be heard 
upon their petitions against a private bill, on the 
ground of competition, if they should think fit. 
In accordance with the above Order, com- 
ndttees have usually allowed to parties, peti- 
tioning against a bill on the ground of com- 
petition, a locus standi, if the alleged com- 
petition could be shown to be of any considerable 
importance, but have refused one in cases in 
which the alleged competition would only be 
indirect or limited in extent; and have also 
refused one to a petitioner opposing a bill, the 
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object of which has been not to establish new 
competition, but only to make existing competi- 
tion more effective. 

Standing Order, H. C. 130, is as follows : 

" It shall be oompetent to the referees on Standing Order, 
private bills to admit petitioners to be heard ^' ^ ^^^' 
upon their petitions against a private bill, on 
the gronnd of competition, if they shall think 
fit." 

Daring the last two sessions, the referees came 
to several important decisions with regard to 
the locus standi of parties petitioning against 
bills on the ground of competition; and also 
with regard to the locus standi of railway com- 
panies having running powers, or facility clauses, 
over the line or works of another company, on 
their petition against the concession of like 
powers to other parties ; or against an amalga- 
mation bill which would be prejudicial to the 
interests of the petitioners. 

Before we consider the decisions in regard to Where peti- 
competition, it maybe at first observed that [gg^^^Jj^^^ 
it has been held to be a good ground of ob- ^^ ""^ ^^' 

° ^ ^ peting schemes. 

jection to the locus standi of a petitioner who 
petitions on the ground of competition against 
a bill authorising any works, that such petitioner 
is not legally entitled to carry on the under- 
taking competition with which shall be objected 
to. Thus, in the case of the Tyldesley with 

E 
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Shakerley Local Board Gas Bill^ 1865 (a), which 
waa a Bill to enable the Tyldesley with Shakerley 
Loc^l Board to supply gas to yarious districts, 
including, among others, a considerable portion 
of the township of Atherton, the bill was op- 
posed by the Atherton Gas Company, who had 
made arrangements with the Atherton Local 
Board to light the streets and public places of 
Atherton with gas. The xjompany had, how- 
ever, no legal right to enter into such arrange- 
ment, having no parliamentary powers to break 
up streets, and on this ground their locus 
standi was refused. However, in the case of 
the Weardale and Shildon Water Bill, 1866 (6), 
the locus standi of the Durham Water Company 
was opposed, on the ground that they had no 
parliamentary powers to take water from the 
river Wear, the waters of which it was pro- 
posed to impound, but their hcvs standi was 
allowed by the referees, they having obtained 
their supply of water from the river for nearly 
twenty years, the Corporation of Durham being 
also heard as opponents to the bill, objecting 
to the supply of water to the Durham Water 
Company being diminished, (c) 
Where alleged In nearly all cases, where the petitioners 

com|>etition will • . i m i i i , . « . . 

be considerable, agamst a bill Can show that the object of it is 

(a) App. p. 133. (6) App/p. 103. 

(c) See also case of Brynmaur Gas Bill, 1866 (App. p. 133), and 
Walker and Wallsend Gas Bill, 1866 (App. p. lU), 
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to enable promoters to construct works or to 
authorise undertakings which will compete with 
those of the petitioners, they are allowed a loous 
gtandu Thus, in the case of the Aberystwith in the case of 
and Welsh Coast Eailway (Steamboat) Bill,* ™ 
1865 (i), which was a bill to authorise the rail- 
way company to provide and use steamboats in 
the transmission of traffic between certain ports 
in Wales and any ports in Ireland they might 
think fit, the Steamship Owners' Association of 
London petitioned against the bill, alleging that 
they represented parties who were owners of 
steamships, and other vessels engaged in carry- 
ing on communication between England and Ire- 
land, and that the powers sought by the bill, if 
allowed to pass, would authorise the company 
injuriously to compete with the petitioners; 
ai\d though it was not stated in the petition 
that the petitioners used any of the specified 
ports in Wales, their hous standi was allowed. 
This decision may have turned on the 153rd 
Standing Order, H. C, which forbids such powers 
to be granted to a railway company, unless the 
committee on the bill should report that such 
restriction ought not to be enforced, with the 
reasons and facts upon which their opinion was 
founded, for if the petitioners had not been 
heard on this point, the bill, so far, would have 

(cf) App. p. 135. 
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been an unopposed one, and the committee 
eould not have made a report to the House in 
conformity with such Standing Order^ if no 
parties were aUowed a hearing on the question ; 
and in the case of the Eastern Bengal Bail- 
way Company's Bill, 1866 (e), which was a bill 
to enable the promoters to build, purchase, use, 
let, &c., steam and other ships and vessels, and 
in them carry passengers, &c., to and from all 
parts of their railway in certain districts, and 
also to enable them to enter into arrangements 
with any companies relating to the navigation 
of the river Ganges, and to apply for such, 
purposes any funds they might have power to 
raise in respect of their railway, the locus 
sla/ndi of two steam companies having vessels 
on all the chief rivers in Bengal, and who 
petitioned against the bill on the ground of 
competition, was allowed. 

Gaswo'^ks. In the following cases, reports of which will be 

found in the Appendix, the loou9 standi of the 
petitioners was allowed on the ground of com- 
petition : Petitioners, who had for a long time 
supplied the town of Brynmaur with gas against 
the Brynmaur Gas Bill, 1866 (/) : the trustees 

Bridges, of Tewkesbury Severn Bridge against powers 

sought by the Northampton and Banbury Junc- 
tion Bailway Bill^ 1866 (^), to authorise the pur- 

{e) App. p. 148. (/) App. p. 133. {g) App. p. 158. 
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chase of a ferry and the construction of a bridge 
over the Severn ; and the owners of a ferry Tunneb and 
having the exclusive right of ferrying passen- 
gers across the Thames at a certain point, against 
the making a tunnel under the Thames within 
330 yards of such point under the provisions of 
the Thames Subway Bill, 1866. (A) 

In the case of the North Kent Railway Bill, 
1865 (i), the referees seem to have gone to a 
great length in allowing a hous standi on the 
ground of competition. It was a bill to autho- 
rise the construction of a railway from the 
North Kent Railway to the Medway, and of a 
pier in that river. The London, Chatham, 
and Dover Company petitioned against the 
bill, alleging that the proposed scheme would 
compete injuriously with a line that the peti- 
tioners were working under the authority of 
Parliament, which terminated at Sheerness, on 
the opposite side of the river Medway, and their 
locus standi was allowed. 

On the other hand, where the effect of the Remote or 
bill is merely to authorise competition of a very *° "^ * 
remote or indirect character, a locus standi is 
generally disallowed. 

Thus, in the North British and Edinburgh 
and Glasgow Railway Companies' Bill, 1865 (i), 
which was a bill to amalgamate those com- 

(A) App. p. 162. (0 App. p. 136. (Jt) Ibid. 
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panies, the Great Northern Eailway Company 
opposed on the ground thaty having running 
powers over the North British Bailway to 
Edinburgh, they were thus in possesysion of the 
East Coast route to Scotland, but that if this 
amalgamation were permitted it might be for 
the interest of the amalgamated companies to 
^divert the trafBc from the East Coast of Scot- 
land and send it by the London and North* 
Western route, and the locus standi of the peti- 
tioners was disallowed. (1) 

So in the case of the Brecon and Merthyr 
Tydfil Junction Eailway (Amalgamation) Bill, 
1865 (m)y the Neath and Brecon Bailway Com- 
pany petitioned against the bill on the groimd 
of competition, alleging that, if the amalgama- 
tion proposed by the bill were permitted, they 
were apprehensive that traffic between the 
Shrewsbury and Hereford Eailway on the 
one hand, and the Swansea and Neath Eailway 
on the other, might be carried by a longer 
and inferior route via Merthyr, and that 
they would thereby be deprived of the traffic 
which legitimately belonged to them; and that 

(t) The decision in this case is opposed to the more recent de- 
cision in the case of the petitions of the Great Northern and North 
Eastern Railway Companies against the (.'aledonian and Scottish 
Noi*th Eastern Companies' Bill, 1 866 ; but it must be remembered 
that all the companies (other than the promoters) who weie parties 
to the English and Scottish traffic agreement, were allowed a focus 
itandi against the bill. 

(m) A pp. p. 138. 
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the bill was thus calculated to establish an in- 
jurious competition with them. The railways 
and works, however, of the companies proposed 
to be amalgamated did not extend to Swansea, 
and therefore no direct competition could arise 
between them and the petitioners, whose hcus 
standi was disallowed. 

As has been previously stated, a locus stcmdt More elective. 
will be refused to parties petitioning against 
the bill, on the ground of competition, if the 
object of the bill shall be, not to establish new 
competition, but only to make existing compe- 
tition more effective. Thus, in the case of the 
London, Chatham, and Dover Bailway Bill, 
1861 (»), which was a bill to empower the com- 
pany to raise further capital for the maintenance 
of steamboats, they being already proprietors 
of steamboats under a previous Act, a petition 
was presented against the bill by a steamboat 
company, on the ground that they would be 
injuriously affected by increased competition; 
but the loevs standi of the petitioners was 
disallowed. 

It was formerly the practice of committees Amalgamation 
to allow a locus standi to a railway company, "^^^^'^ 
having running powers over the Une of another 
company, on their petition against the conces- 
sion of like powers to other companies. Thus, 

(n) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 736. 
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in the case of the Garston and Liyerpool Bail- 
way Bill, 1861 (o), the committee on that bill 
granted a locus standi to a railway company 
haying running powers over a line, and who 
petitioned against the concession of the same 
powers to another company. 

That decision, however, has not been followed 
by the referees, who have laid down the rule 
that a company having running powers and 
facility clauses over the line and works of 
another company, are not entitled to be heard 
against a bill empowering such other company 
either to grant equal facility clauses to other 
parties, or to amalgamate with them. 

Thus, in the case of the Ogmore Valley and 
Ely Valley Extension Kailway Companies' Bill, 
1865 (p), the Great Western Kailway Company, 
who were the lessees of the Ely Valley Bail way, 
petitioned against the bill, which was to amal- 
gamate the first-mentioned companies ; and it 
appeared that the Act constituting the Ely 
Valley Extension Kailway Company, provided 
that that company and the Ely Valley Com- 
pany should afford to each other all reasonable 
and proper facilities for the interchange, accom- 
modation, protection, and transmission of traffic; 
but it was held by the referees that the granting 
facilities over a line of a railway company which 

{p) May*s Parliamentaiy Practice, p. 735. (p) App. p. 139. 
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was proposed to be amalgamated with another 
company, ought to give the petitioners no right 
to be heard against a bill for snch purposes, and 
their locus standi was disallowed. 

The last decision was followed in the case of 
the Cambrian Bail way (Aberystwith and Welsh 
Coast Bailway Amalgamation) Bill, 1865 ((j\ 
which was a bill to authorise the vesting of the 
Aberystwith and Welsh Coast Bailway in the 
Cambrian Bailway Company, and was opposed 
by the Mid- Wales Bailway Company. It ap- 
peared that a bill for a similar purpose had been • 
before a committee in the year 1864, which was 
also opposed by the Mid- Wales Bailway Com- 
pany, whereupon an agreement was come to 
between the promoters and the opponents which 
resulted in certain clauses being incorporated 
into the bill, whereby the petitioners and the 
Cambrian Bailway Company were bound to 
afford to each other facilities proper and suf- 
ficient for a fiill and free interchange of traffic, 
&c. The biU of 1864, when it passed the House 
of Commons, included provisions for the amal- 
gamation of the undertaking of the Aberystwith 
and Welsh Coast Bailway Company with that 
of the Cambrian Bailway Company, and the 
above-mentioned clauses would have embraced 
that undertakiDg if the clauses authorising the 

(g) App. p. 140. 
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amalgamation had not been f sabeeqnently 
Btmck ont of the bill ; bat the loeus danii of 
the petitioners was disallowed, and it seems dear 
that the decision was come to simply on the 
general gronnd stated above. 

So also in the case of the Brecon and Meiv 
thyr-Tydfil Junction (Amalgamation; &c.) Bill, 
1865 (r), the Great Western Bailway Company 
opposed on the ground that the petitioners had 
running powers over both lines intended to be 
amalgamated, and the Hereford, Hay, and 
Brecon Bailway Company had the use of the 
petitioners' stations at Hereford, and by agree- 
ment were to be admitted over a new connecting 
line therewith ; and that if the proposed amalga- 
mation were permitted, such stations and con- 
necting lines might be used for the whole traffic 
of the amalgamated companies ; and that the 
effect of passing the bill would be that, instead 
of such companies interchanging traffic with 
the petitioners, they would, when amalgamated, 
compete with them : but their hem standi was 
disallowed. 

So also in the case of the Havant, Hambledon 
and Droxford Kailway Bill, 1865 (s), which 
gave power to a company proposed to be in- 
corporated to make arrangements with respect 
to the accommodation, interchange, and general 

(r) App. p. 141. («) App. p. 142. 
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regulation of traffic with the petitioners and 
the Petersfield and Bishop Waltham Bailway 
Company; the London and South Western 
Eailway Company having running powers over 
the line of the last-named company opposed, 
but their loctfs standi was disallowed. 

And the same decision was followed in the 
case of the Tooting, Merton, and Wimbledon 
Extension Bailway Bill, 1865 ((), whereby it 
was proposed that that railway should become 
vested in the London, Brighton, and South 
Coast, and the London and South Western 
Bailway Companies, and running powers were 
to be given to the last-named company by 
which they would be enabled to bring traffic 
into the Knight's Hill station. That station 
was built by and at the cost of the Brighton 
Company, in pursuance of an agreement with 
the petitioners, the London, Chatham, and 
Dover Bailway Company, who were to pay 
an annual sum by way of interest on the 
capital expended in the construction of the 
station, in proportion to the amount of traffic 
they brought to it ; and their Jocvs standi was 
disallowed. In considering this case it must 
be carefully borne in mind that the London, 
Chatham, and Dover Bailway Company had • 
Only the right to use the station, but had no 

(t) App. p. 142. 
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right as owners in the station, or they would 
have been entitled to a locus standi under the 
Standing Order, H. C. 132. 

The decision of the referees in the case of 
the petition of another (the Mid- Wales Kailway) 
company, against the Brecon and Merthyr Tydfil 
Junction (Amalgamation, &c.) Bill, 1865 (w), 
deserves careful attention; as by comparing 
the decision in this case with that of the peti- 
tion of the Great Western Eailway Company 
against the same bill, we may, perhaps, arrive 
at the reasons for the locus standi in one petition 
being allowed, and in the other refiised. 

The Mid-Wales Eailway Company petitioned 
against the bill, alleging that their railway 
commenced by a junction in the Montgomery- 
shire system of railways, and joined at Tal-y- 
Uyn the railway of the promoters, hereafter 
called the Brecon Company, and thence con- 
tinued to Glasbury, and that mutual running 
powers had been conceded in pursuance of 
agreement to the petitioners and the Brecon 
Company over the respective lines of each 
company, and that the intention of the agree- 
ment was, that the Brecon Company should 
send their traffic to the north by means of the 
petitioners' railway, and also that the Hereford, 
Hay, and Brecon Company, hereafter called 

(tt) App. p. 144. 
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th<9 Hereford Company, had obtained an Act of 
Parliament to make a line from Hereford to 
Brecon in an east and west direction, but had 
abandoned part of the line, and only made it 
from Hereford as far as Glasbury, where it 
joined . the railway of the petitioners, and also 
alleging that the result of placing the line 
of the Hereford Company under the sole con- 
trol of the Brecon Company would be that^ 
instead of sending any traffic to the north 
over the petitioners' railway, it would be the 
interest of the Brecon Company to divert the 
whole of the traffic, and send it to the north 
over the line of the Hereford Company, while 
at the same time they would use their running 
powers over the petitioners' railway between 
Tal-y-llyn and Glasbury for the very purpose 
of such diversion : and the locus standi of the 
petitioners was allowed. 

It will be seen that this was not a case of 
an amalgamation of two companies whose lines 
were in contact, but an amalgamation of two 
companies* whose lines were separated by that 
of the petitioners, which itself would be used 
by the amalgamated companies, for the very 
purpose of forming a new competing route with 
the line of the petitioners; whilst in the case 
of the petition of the Great Western Railway 
Company against the same bill, it was admitted 
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by the counsel for the petitioners that the 
union of the two companies would only make 
existing competition of a more serious cha- 
racter, 
standing Order, In the case of biUs to authorise the makins: 

H C 132 

of various railways, it has been sought to limit 
the right of a railway company under Stand- 
ing Order, H. C. 132, whose line would be in- 
terfered with by one of such railways to be 
heard against so much of the bill as related 
only to that one railway. 

Standing Order 132. "Where a railway bill 
contains provisions for taking or using any part 
of the lands, railway stations, or accommodatioDS 
of another company, or for running engines or 
carriages upon or across the same, or for granting 
other facilities, such company shall be entitled 
to be heard upon their petition against the 
preamble and clauses of such bill." 

The referees have, however, often decided 
that the order is imperative, and that the 
petitioners have a right to be heard against 
the wfiole bill; thus, in the case of the 
Great Western Eailway (Further Powers) Bill, 
1866 (v), which was a bill to authorise the 
promoters to make various railways, three of 
them forming junctions with the lands, rail- 
ways, &c., of the Taflf Vale Eailway Company, 
it was sought to limit the right of that com- 

(c) App. p. 154. 
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pany to be heard against such three railways, 
but the referees decided that they had a right 
to be heard against the whole bill ; where, how- 
ever, by a bill, powers are sought to authorise Abandonment 
various schemes, and to take or interfere with taiw the land 
the land of a railway company for one of^^^^^^^ 
such schemes, though such company would 
have a general locua standi against the whole 
project, yet, if the promoters abandon the 
powers to make the works to make which such 
land would be taken or interfered with, the 
locus standi of the company will be disallowed. 
Thus, in the case of the petition of the London 
and South Western Kail way Company, who op- 
posed as landowners under the 132nd Standing 
Order, the Bridport, Lyme, and South Coast 
Kailway Bill, 1866 (w), which was a bill to 
make various railwavs, one numbered 2 on the 
plan, touching the line of the petitioners, the 
promoters proposed to abandon railway No. 2 ; 
but it being objected that' the referees had no 
power to alter the bill, they came to the con- 
clusion that they could do what was practically 
the same, and they allowed a locus standi to 
the petitioners against the whole scheme, except 
Eailway No, 2, were struck out of the bill. 

Where, also, the proposed bill authorises the link lines. 
making of a railway, which in itself would not 

(uj) A pp. p. 155. 



M CJOMPETinON. 

compete with, but by joining with existing or 
proposed railways would compete with, the rail- 
way of the petitioners, a loetis standi is allowed. 
Thus, in the case of the Llantrissant and 
Taflf Vale Junction Eailway BUI, 1865 (a), which 
was a bill to authorise the making of a short 
line which by itself as was admitted, could not 
compete with the railway autho*rised or pro- 
moted by the Ogmore Valley Railway Com- 
pany, that company however petitioned against 
the bill on the ground that the proposed line 
would form part of a competing system, one 
railway in which system touched the line of the 
petitioners, and it was argued that if various 
lines were proposed, which if made would to- 
gether form a competing route, the petitioners 
should be heard against a bill empowering a 
company to make any one of such lines, and on 
this ground the loctis standi of the petitioners 
was allowed. 
Abandonment Where, howovcr, the proposed bill authorises 
Hnkr°*^^^"^ the making of various railways, the whole 
forming one competing scheme with the railways 
of the petitioners, but such scheme would not 
compete with such railways if certain of the 
proposed links were struck out of the bill, the 
petitioners will be allowed a hevs standi against 
the whole bill except the powers to make such 

(a:) App, p. 146. 



COMPETITION. 65 

linlos be abandoned ; but on the agreement of 
the promoters to abandon such links, the loetis 
standi of the petitioners will be disallowed. 
Thus, in the case of the North British Railway 
(Grlasgow Branches) Bill, 1866 (y), which was 
a bill to authorise the making of eight rail- 
ways, and was opposed by the City of Glasgow 
tJnion Bailway Company, on the ground that 
the railways to be authorised by the bill were 
links which would form a competing railway 
with that of the petitioners, the hevs standi of 
the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that it was proposed to abandon four of the 
railways, and that then only railways Nos. 7 
and 8 would be competing with the railways of 
the petitioners, and the ibllowing was the 
decision : ^^ Locus standi allowed against rail- 
ways Nos. 7 and 8, the promoters agreeing to 
abandon those mmibered 1, 2, 3, 4." 

Where a company has been authorised to lay Laying down 

'1 » t f Mt 1 o additional rails 

down rails with a different gauge to those of on other 
and on the line of another company, it thereby ^^^^ 
gains no interest in the line of such company 
to entitle it to be heard against a biQ to autho- 
rise a third company also to lay down addi- 
tional rails thereon. This decision was come to 
in the case of the Manchester and Milford Eail- 
way BiQ, 1865 («), which was a bill (inter alia) 

(y) -^pp* p* ^^^* (^) ^pp- p* ^^3* 
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to authorise the promoters to lay down an ad- 
ditional line of rails over the Carmarthen and 
Cardigan Bailway, which was a broad gange 
one. The petitioners, whose line was a narrow 
gauge one, had, under the authority of Parlia* 
ment, laid down narrow gauge lines over such 
railway, and objected to the powers sought by 
the promoters, alleging that such {K>wers would 
be attended with obstruction to the traffic of 
the petitioners and danger to the public : and 
On line worked their I0CU8 Standi was disallowed ; where, how- 
jr^anothercom-^^^^^ a company has agreed to work and 

manage a railway belonging to another com- 
pany, both being of the same gauge, a heus 
standi wiU be aUowed to the working company 
against a bill to authorise the laying down rails 
of a different gauge on such railway. (See the 
Calne Eailway Bill, 1866, Ex parte the Great 
Northern Bail way Company.) (aa) 
Abandonmentof The referees have decided that no powers 
mnI!ing^owe«. ^^^^ ^^^ Conferred on them to make or autho- 
rise any alteration in the clauses of a bill 
(ante, p. 19), and they carried out this decision 
in the case of the Cambrian Bailway (Addi- 
tional Powers) Bill, 1865 (66), where parties 
. . petitioned against the powers in the bill to 
lease the undertaking, and the promoters offered 
to strike out of the bill such powers, the peti- 

(aa) App. p. 161. (66) App. p. 159. 
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tioners weie allowed a locus standi, restricted^ 
however, to such leasing powers ; but in the ea^ 
of the Girvan and Portpatrick Bill, 1865 («o), 
the 48th clause of which authorised the pro- 
moters to ran their trains over the Portpatrick 
Railway, which was worked by the Caledonian 
Railway Company, who petitioned against the 
bill, and whose locus standi was objected to on 
the ground that the promoters intended to 
abandon the powers taken under the 48th 
clause, and had given notice of such intention 
to the petitioners, who however submitted that 
the referees had no power to alter the bill ; the 
referees, however, disallowed the lotms standi of 
the petitioners on the counsel for the bill under- 
taking that clause 48 should be struck out 
of it. 

If two or more parties respectively are the Promoters of 
promoters of bills to authorise the construction *^ »c^«™«» 
of different railways or works which might com- 
pete with one another, the promoters of each 
rival scheme, having complied with the require- 
ments of Parliament, are allowed a locus standi 
on their petition against the bill promoted by 
their opponents ; and a company being the pro- taking the 
meters of a bill before the House authorising '*™* 
the taking of certain lands, has a right to be 
heard against the bill of another company seek- 

{cc) App. p. 159. 
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ing powers to tcike the same lands. Thus, 
in the case of the Cambrian Bailway (New 
Works) Bill, 1866 (eW), which was a biU au- 
thorising the promoters to acquire certain 
land at Oswestry, the Great Western Bail- 
way Company, who were also promoters of a 
bill authorising them to take the same land, 
were allowed a loctis standi against so much of 
the bill as took powers to acquire such land ; 
where, however, in such a case the bill of a 
company petitioning has been rejected on 
Standing Orders, or has ceased to be before 
the House, the lociis standi will be refused; 
thus, in the case of the Bristol Harbour Junc- 
tion Railway Bill, 1866 (ee), which was opposed 
by the Bristol and Somerset Railway Company, 
on the ground that by the bill powers were 
sought to acquire certain lands which were 
necessary for the railway of the petitioners, and 
which they were by a bill in the same session 
seeking powers to acquire, it appearing that the 
bill of the petitioners had been rejected on 
Standing Orders, their locm standi was disal- 
Where estimate lowed; and where in such a case, or in the case 
of rival schemes, the bill of the petitioners has 
been rejected by the referees on the ground of 
the estimate being insuflScient, the committee 
to whom the bill is referred will by the power 

((W) App. p. 151. (ee) App. p. 163. 
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reserved to them by Standing Order, H. 0. 93, 
disallow the locus standi of the petitioners, which 
was decided in the case of the Lancashire and 
Yorkshire (West Biding Branches) Bill, 1866, 
against which the promoters of the Huddersfield 
and Halifax Bailway Bill, 1866, petitioned, but 
the estimate for their bill having been declared 
by the referees insufficient, the committee dis- 
allowed their locus dandi. 

It remains to be remarked that, where there Agreeing. 
has been an agreement between two companies 
for the settlement of all disputes, and a bill has 
been amended in accordance with such agree- 
ment, neither of such companies is allowed a 
lotyus standi against such amended bill ; though 
it has been the practice of Parliament, in some 
cases, to allow a locus standi to a petitioner in 
the case of a bill authorising an agreement 
made between himself and the promoters, and 
whose object in being present before the com- 
mittee is to secure such agreement being 
carried out. (jQQ 

In the case of the Lynn and Sutton Bridge, a creditor 
&c., Bill, 1866 {jSig)y it was decided that a creditor standi against 
of a company has no right to be heard against maSTn ^bui. 
a bill authorising the amalgamation of such 
company with others. 

(ff) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 734 ; see also South Staf- 
fordshire Waterworks Bill, 1866, Ex parte Hinckley and Others, 
to) -APP* P- 162, 
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Additional cases. Various coses relating to competition and 
also to amalgamation bills will be found re- 
ported in the Appendix to which no reference 
is made in the text^ and many cases decided in 
the last session have be^n purposely omitted 
from the Appendix, in consequence of no new 
principle having been evolved, it being with 
great deference submitted that the general 
rules laid down will be found in accordance 
with the decisions of the referee& 
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MUNICIPAL AUTHORITIES AND INHABrPANTS 

. OF TOWNS, &c. 

Petitioners against private bills, included in Former pnc- 
the above classes, were formerly not entitled to ^' 
a locus standi against a bill to authorise works 
which would not interi'ere with their property, 
but which might injuriously affect their in- 
terests. However, at length a Standing Order 
was passed to determine their right to a loeu9 
standi^ which Order was altered and amended 
in 1863, and now runs as follows : 

Standing Order 133. "It shall be competent 
to the referees on private bills to admit the peti- , 
tioners, being the municipal or other authority 
having the local management of the metropolis, 
or of any town, or the inhabitants of any town 
or district alleged to be injuriously affected by a 
bill, to be heard against such bill, if they shall 
think fit" 

Though this order is very carefully worded, An^tion muat 
the most important part of it^ " town or district 
alleged to be injuriously affected," seems to 
have been lost sight of in several cases by the 
parties preparing petitions, and a locus standi 
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has been refused to petitioners simply on the 
ground that there was no allegation in the 
petition to such effect. 

Thus, in the case of the Severn Junction Eail- 
way Bill, 1865 (a), the Corporation of Tewkes- 
bury, being the owners of wharfs, quays, lands, 
and property on the banks of the river Severn, 
petitioned against the bill, but the petition 
contained no allegation that the interests of the 
borough would be injuriously affected, and on 
this ground it was held that the petitioners 
were not entitled to a general loom standi, 
though it was decided that they could be heard 
in their private capacity as owners of property 
within the borough. 

So also in the Vale of Crickhowell Eailway 
(Eastern Extension) Bill, 1865 (&), the Aber- 
gavenny Improvements Commissioners were 
refused a loom standi on the same grounds. 
And show real To gain a locus Standi under this order, the 
petition must disclose a prima facie case of im- 
portance. It is not sufficient to show some 
slight injury. 

Thus, the Local Board of Health for the 
district of Swansea were refused a loeits standi 
on their petition against the Swansea Canal 
Transfer Bill, 1865(c), on the ground that 
the transfer would make no difference in the 

(a) App. p. 168. (b) Ibid. (c) App. p. 170. ^ 
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then existing state of rates ; and in the case of 
the Monmouthshire Bailway and Canal Bill, 
1865 (d), the Corporation of Newport petitioned 
against the bill, alleging that the proposed 
railways would bring additional traffic over 
certain level crossings in the town, but their 
locus standi was disallowed; but where the 
same corporation petitioned against the Great 
Western Bail way (Further Powers) Bill, 1866 (c), 
on the ground that the bill authorised the 
promoters to lay down additional rails across a 
street in Newport, though the land on which 
the additional rails were to be laid down was 
the property of the promoters, bought from 
the corporation, and enclosed by gates, their 
locris standi was allowed against so much of 
the bill as related to laying down such addi- 
tional rails; the difference in the two cases 
being that, though in both cases the inhabi- 
tants of the town might be inconvenienced by 
additional traffic, in the latter, but not in the 
former, the street in the town would be phy- 
sically affected. 

It was formerly considered to be a well- 
estabb'shed rule that the municipal corporation 
or governing body of a town would be allowed 
a hearing against a bill promoted by a com- 
pany incorporated for the purpose of supplying 

(rf) App. p. 169. («) App. p. 176. 
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such town with gas or water, if powers were 
taken in the bill to increase the area of supply 
or raise additional capital ; and on the oppo- 
sition of such governing body a maximum 
dividend on such additional capital was gene- 
rally fixed lower than the dividend on the ori- 
ginal capital, and in the case of gas bills a 
reduction in the price of gas was generally 
made, whilst the illuminating power was in- 
creased. The referees, however, seem to have 
decided that no loeu8 standi ought to be all6wed 
in such a case ; thus, in the case of the Stockton 
Gas Bill, 1866 (f), which was a bill to raise addi- 
tional capital for the purpose of extending the 
supply of gas within the limits fixed by the 
original Act, the South Stockton Board of Health 
and ratepayers and consumers of gas in South 
Stockton were refused a hearing, though they 
alleged in their petition that the price charged 
for gas at South Stockton was higher than that 
charged at Stockton, and that the profits made 
by the sale of gas were paid into the borough 
fund of Stockton, the corporation of that 
borough being the owners of the gasworks and 
promoters of the bill ; and the vestry of the 
parish of St. Luke, Chelsea, were also refused a 
hearing against the London Gas Bill, 1866 (ff), 
which was a bill to raise additional capital for 

(f) App. p. 177. (jg) App. p. 178. 
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the supply of gas within the district assigned 
to the company of the promoters, such district 
including the parish of St. Luke; though in 
this case it must be remembered that the me- 
tropolitan gas companies are regulated by a 
public act of 1860, and there was no allegation 
in the petition that the parish of St. Luke 
would be injuriously affected by the proposed 
bill. The Corporation of Sheffield were also 
refused a locus standi against the powers sought 
by the Sheffield Waterworks Bill, 1866 (A), 
to raise additional capital, though they were 
allowed one against that part of the bill which 
extended the time for the completion of the 
waterworks. 

For the inhabitants of a town or district to Towiu, &c., to 
obtain a loctLS standi under this order, it must reprew^/ 
be shown also that they adequately represent 
such town or district, and a locus standi will be 
refused if only a small portion of such inhabi- 
tants are petitioners. 

Thus, in the case of the London and South 
Western Eailway (New Lines in Surrey) Bill, 
1865 (t), there was a joint petition of owners, 
lessees, and occupiers of property situate in, 
and of inhabitants of the parish of Kingston ; 
it did not, however, appear that any meeting of 
the inhabitants of Kingston had been held in 

(A) App. p. 179. (0 App. p. X70. 
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opposition to the bill, or that the inhabitants 
generally disapproved of it ; and it was decided 
by the referees that the petitioners who were 
not landowners were not entitled to a locus 
standi^ but that those whose land was proposed 
to be taken should be heard in the character of 
inhabitants of the borough of Kingston ; and in 
the last session petitioners were also refused a 
hearing against the Huddersfield Water Bill (i) 
and Bray Improvement Bill (Z), they repre- 
senting, respectively, only a small proportion 
of the inhabitants of such towns ; but 385 in- 
habitants of Lowestoft and other places were 
allowed a locus standi against the Grreat Yar- 
mouth Haven, &c., Bill (m), on the ground of in- 
jury to the harbour and navigation and trade of 
Lowestoft that, as was alleged, would be caused 
by the proposed bill, though they were objected 
to on the ground that they were not traders, 
and had no right to be heard as to the harbour 
and navigation of Lowestoft, which were under 
the control of a separate body. 
Corporations Before the institution of the Court of Ee- 

^Sriis." ferees it was generally considered (though 
Standing Order 133 gave a discretion to the 
committee) that the municipal corporations of 
towns were entitled to be heard against a biU 
for the amalgamation of two systems of rail- 

(ft) App. p. 177. (J) App. p. 174. (m) App. p. 183. 
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ways, accommodating the trafiSc of such towns, 
and many instances might be cited where such 
corporations were heard, and where their locus 
ztandi was not even objected to ; however, in 
the last session it was attempted to limit the 
operation of the Standing Order to those cases 
where the towns were physically affected, as by 
construction bills, and it was held by the 
referees in the case of the Caledonian and 
Scottish North E^^tem Bailway Companies' 
Bill (n), which was a bill to amalgamate those 
two companies, that the corporations of various 
large towns in Scotland, who opposed the bill 
on the ground that such amalgamation would 
be injurious to the trade and other interests of 
such towns, were not entitled to be heard ; *and 
though afterwards they reversed their decision, 
it was only on the ground that the corporations 
of those towns had always been considered the 
guardians of the trading interests, in a manner 
perfectly distinct from that of the corporation 
of a town in England, the referees deciding 
that the trading classes, or the corporations 
peculiarly representing them, were the proper 
parties to be heard in opposition to amalgama- 
tion bills. Not only in the petitions, but in 
the argument the, existence and the interests 
of passengers by railway were entirely over- 

(n) App. p. 181. 
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looked ; and it might be argued that, though 
the passenger traffic on railways is equal to the 
goods and mineral traffic together^ the traders 
of a town may be heard against an amalgama- 
tion bill in England, but the corporation of 
such town, which ought to represent the varied 
interests of all its inhabitants, will be refused a 
loeus standi. It must, however, be borne in 
mind that the bill was objected to on the 
ground that the objects of the bill were " incom- 
patible with the commercial and manufacturing 
interests of the community." It must also be 
remembered that the companies to be amalga- 
mated in no way competed with one another, 
and that the case differs essentially from those 
of several amalgamation bills of railway com- 
panies in England, such as that of the Lanca- 
shire and Yorkshire and East Lancashire Bail- 
way Companies' Amalgamation Bill, against 
which the corporation of Preston were heard, 
those two companies competing directly for the 
traffic of that town, to and &om all the princi- 
pal towns in South Lancashire. 
Two petitions Where two petitions are presented against 
a bill, one from the governing body of a town 
or district, and the other from a section of the 
inhabitants equally interested in opposing such 
bill, but from different motives, it is a matter 
of some doubt whether both sets of petitioners 
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have a locus gtandi on their respective petitions. 
It would seem to be the proper course either to 
allow the loem gtandi on both petitions, or for 
them to be amalgamated ; for if the locus stcmdi 
is only allowed on one petition, terms might be 
made with the only parties before the committee 
without reference to the interests of those who 
had been refused a hearing. The case was con- 
sidered before a committee of the House of 
Lords in the case of the ShefSeld Waterworks' 
Act, 1864 (o), which was 'a bill (inter alia) 
to raise the scale of rates to be taken for 
the supply of water, not only for domestic but 
also for trade purposes. The Corporation of 
Sheffield and the owners of large manufactories 
both petitioned against the bill, and an objection 
was taken by the counsel for the bill to both 
piurties being heard, and, though no decision 
was come to by the committee, it was arranged 
that the counsel for the owners of manufactories 
should confine their questions to those points on 
which they had an interest different from that 
of the inhabitants generally. 

A somewhat similar case came before the 
referees during the last session, where two peti- 
tions were presentetl against the East London 
Eailway Bill, 1865 (p), one by the District Board 
of Works, the other by the parish of St. Mary, 

(o) Unreported. (i>) App. p. 171. 
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Whitechapel, and their clerk. It appeared that 
the railway to be authorised by the proposed 
bill would pass through the parish of St Mary, 
Whitechapel, and that a considerable amount 
of property would be taken by it. The trustees 
of the parish were a corporation chosen by the 
parishioners, and haying powers to make and 
collect rates ; and they alleged in their petition 
that a great number of nouses would be taken 
down, and that the rateable value of the parish 
would be depreciated ; and they contended that 
they were the proper parties to" represent the 
inhabitants of the district under the Standing 
Order, H. C. 133. The promoters of the bill 
did not oppose the locus standi of the District 
Board of Works, but contended that such board 
were the persons who came within the meaning 
of the said Standing Order. The referees dis- 
allowed the locus standi of the vestry, and it 
may be supposed that they came to this de- 
cision on the ground that the inhabitants of 
the district were suflficiently represented |by 
the District Board of Works. 
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CHAPTER Vn. 

SHAREHOLDERS, AND CONSTITUENT 
MEMBERS OP A CORPORATION. 

Previous to the year 1853 it had been the rule Practice in the 
in the House of Commons, with few exceptions, moos, 
not to hear dissentient shareholders in a com- 
pany, or the constituent members of a corpora- 
tion, against a bill promoted by such company 
or corporation, on the ground that the decision 
of the majority should be binding on the 
minority. Cases, however, occurred where the 
minority in such a case was allowed either 
a general or a limited hevs standi, and in 
order to settle the practice the House of Com* 
mons, in 1853, passed the following : 

Standing Order, H.C. 131. " Where a bill is 
promoted by an incorporated company, share- 
holders of such company shall not be entitled to 
be heard before the committee against such bill, 
unless their interests, as affected thereby, shall 
be distinct from the general interests of such 
company." 

In the House of Lords, however, a different And in the 
rule prevailed, and by Special Order, No. 190, ^"""^ "^^'^'^'■ 
shareholders who had dissented at a meeting 

G 
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Preference 
shareholder. 



Debenture- 
holders. 



called in pursuance of the Whamcliffe order, 
are expressly permitted to be heard, and a 
shareholder, who had not dissented at a meet- 
ing called in pursuance of such order, was al- 
lowed a hearing against the Caledonian Bail- 
way Bill in 1850 (a), by an express order of the 
House; and now, by Standing Order, H. 0. 76, 
the same rights are given to shareholders, with 
regard to future proceedings in the House of 
Commons; where, however, no Whamcliffe 
meeting has been held, the consideration of 
the petition of a dissentient shareholder 
against a bill under this order will be post- 
poned till after such meetmg (ante, p. 11). 

A loem stancU is also allowed in the case 
of preference shareholders, because they have 
interests different from those of the general 
body of shareholders. However, when it has 
appeared to the committee that preference 
shareholders, though having a special inte- 
rest apart from that of the general body of 
shareholders, vet had not one that would be 
greatly affected by the bill, their hens standi 
has been disallowed, and debenture and other 
holders of creditors' stock have been refused a 
hearing, though it would seem that in any case 
where their security would be imperilled they 
should be allowed a loctis sta/ndi. Q)) 

(a) May's Parliamentary Practice, p. 738. (6) Ibid. 
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Under this Standing Order, a petitioner was 
refused a hearing against the Monmoathshire 
Bailway and Canal Bill, 1865 (e\ which was a 
bill, amongst other things, to authorise the pur- 
chase by the promoters of the Brecon and Aber- 
gavenny Canal, in which the petitioner was a 
shareholder. It appeared^ however, that the 
bill contained a provision that the promoters 
could not purchase the canal without the con- 
sent of the shareholders. 

Shareholders in a company are represented Companies, 
by the governing body, and where a railway in other 
is owned by various companies, they are not P^"'^*' 
allowed a locus standi separately. Thus, in the 
case of the London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 
way Bill (No. 1), 1865 (d), it appeared that the 
West London Extension Bailway Company 
consisted of four companies, viz. the London 
and North Western, the Great Western, the 
London, Brighton, and South Coast, and the 
London and South Western Railway Com- 
panies, each having equal rights of using the 
railway stations as far as the through trafiSc 
was concerned, and each collecting their own 
tolls, ^id having their own clerks, and each 
being represented on the board of the West 
London Extension Company. The bill pro- 
posed to give to the London, Chatham, and 

(c) App. p. 186» (d) App. p. 185. 
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Dover Railway equal rights of user of the 
line with the other companies, and also of a 
station belonging to the London and North 
Western Bailway Company, and was opposed 
not only by the West London Extension Bail* 
way Company, but also by the London and 
North Western and London and South Western 
Bailway Companies, and it was held that the 
latter two companies were not entitled to be 
heard against the powers in the bill authorising 
the use of the line by the London, Chatham, 
and Dover Bailway Company, on the ground 
that their interests as shareholders in the West 
London Extension Bailway Company ought to 
be represented by the governing body of that 
company, though it was held that the London 
and North Western Bailway Company had a | 

lociM standi against so much of the bill as 
related to their railway station ; and this de- 
cision was followed in the last session in the i 
case of the XJxbridge and Bickmansworth 
Bailway Bill (e), which was a biU to authorise 
an extension of time for the purchase of land 
and construction of works, and also the raising 
of additional capital, and which was opposed 
on various grounds by the Great Western 
Bailway Company, whose locus standi was 
disallowed, the objection being that they were 

(e) App. p. 187. 
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subscribers towards the share capital of the 
company, and, as shareholders, were to be 
considered promoters. 
Where, however, a bill is promoted by an ^"^^ of two 

' ... promot€i*s 

incorporated company jointly with another afterwards 
company, either party may petition against against a bill. 
the bill, and their locvs standi will be allowed. 
This remarkable decision was come to in the 
case of the North British and Edinburgh and 
Bathgate Eailway Companies' Bill, 1866 (/), 
which was a bill to amalgamate the two com- 
panies ; the latter, notwithstanding their direc- 
tors had agreed to the amalgamation, and such 
agreement had been confirmed at a general 
meeting of shareholders in 1865, petitioned 
against the bill on the ground that there 
had been a change in their administration, 
and that their present directors refused to be 
bound by the agreement, it being disapproved 
by the shareholders, and their locus standi was 
allowed. 

Although the above Standing Order does not Corporations. 
aflFect corporations other than joint-stock com- 
panies, the rule has been extended to them, 
and none of the constituent members of any 
corporation, which is the promoter of a bill, are 
entitled to be heard. 

Thus, in 1867 (^), it was held that the vestry 

(/) App. p. 188. (jg) May's Pailiamentary Practice, p. 737 



86 EHABEHOLDEBS, £TC« 

of St. George, Hanover Square, was not entitled 
to be heard against the Finsbury Park Bill, on 
the ground that the restry was represented in 
the Metropolitan Board of Works, by which 
that bill was promoted; and in 1858 merchants, 
shipowners, and dock i^tepayers of Liverpool 
were refused a locus standi on their petition 
against the Mersey Docks and Harbour (New 
Works) Bill (A), on the ground that they formed 
part of a body represented by the promoters of 
the bill. And in the case of the Wliitechapel 
and Holborn Improvement Bill, 1865 (i), a 
hms standi was refused to the vestry of Ber- 
mondsey, it being represented in the Metro- 
politan Board of Works, who were the promoters 
of the bill, though it was alleged in the peti- 
tion that the bill proposed to levy rates in the 
parish of Bermondsey, for intended works, in 
respect of which that parish could derive no 
benefit. 

(A) May's Parliamentary Pi-actice, p. 737. (0 App. p. 187. 
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APPENDIX A. 



L PEACTICE. 



CALEDONIAN RAILWAY (EDINBURGH STATION) BILL, 

1866. 

FetTtions of William Spekoe, and John Cook and Others. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to enable the promoters to 
acquire additional land. 

A preliminary objection was taken to the locus standi of the 
petitioner William Spence, "subscribing as trustee of Archibald 
Simpson," on the ground of his being one of several trustees, and 
also to that of John Cook, " subscribing for Miss Mary Hill and 
others," on the ground ** that the rules and orders of the House of 
Commons require that every petition shall be signed by the party 
petitioning, and that the above-named petitioners have not and do 
not allege that they have any powers of attorney authorising them 
to sign the same petition in name of the parties on whose behalf they 
profess to subscribe it." 

Locus standi disallowed, on account of the signatures being 
informal 



DUBLIN TRUNK (CONNECTING) RAILWAY BILL, 1866. 

Petition of S. D. Williaus. 
The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters to execute 
additional works. 
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The bill was opposed by the petitioner, a shareholder in the com- 
pany. 

The bill was introduced in and had passed the House of Lords 
and had been read a first time in the House of Commons, but no 
Whamcliffe meeting had been held. 

In consequence of no "Whamcliffe meeting having been held— 

Question of hciu standi postponed. 



GREENOCK WATER BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of W. B. Paul. 
(2.) Petition of R. Robebtsok. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct waterworks at Greenock. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on two separate petitions, 
on the ground that the water to be supplied was impure, and that 
the source of proposed supply was badly chosen, and that the rates 
authorised by the bill were too high. 

The locu8 standi of the petitioners, so far as the question of rates 
for the supply of water, was opposed by the promoters on the 
ground that there were no rates, &c, fixed by the billy the clause 
authorising the rates being as follows : 

" That the rates and assessments to be levied under the Greenock 
and Shaws Water Act shall be the rates and assessments to 
be levied under this Act, and all the enactments in the Gree- 
nock and Shaws Water Transfer Act as to the assessment 
and recovery of rates and assessments, and appeals against 
the same, shall extend and apply to this Act :" 
And that the petitioners had no right to refer to clauses in the said 
Acts, they being petitioners against the Greenock and Shaws Water 
Act, in which the rates, &c., would be fixed. 
Locus standi allowed. 
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COUNTY ANTRIM AND BELFAST BOROUGH 
RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of J. Rea. 

Upon this case being called on for hearing, the petitioner required 
that the promoters should prove the service of notice of objections. 

The promoters gave evidence that letters containing notice of objec- 
tions had been sent ; one directed and posted to the petitioner, and 
the other to his agent. 

The agent on being called by the promoters refused to answer any 
question concerning his professional relationship with the petitioner, 
on the ground that any such question related to confidential com- 
munication between solicitor and client. 

The referees decided that service of notice of objections was not 
duly proved. 



BOLTON IMPROVEMENT BILL, 1865. 

Petition of J. Habdcastle. 

In this case when the loctis standi of the petitioner was objected 
to, no one appeared in support of the petition. 
Logics standi disallowed : and the petition indorsed to that effect. 



BRIXTON, CLAPHAM, AND BALHAM EXTENSION 

RAILWAY BILL, 1866. 

Petitions of J. Jennings and Vebtey of St. Mabt, Lambeth. 

In this case no one appeared in support of the petition. 

Locus standi disallowed : and the petition indorsed to that effect. 
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MONMOUTH, FOREST OF DEAN, AND STANDISH 
JUNCTION RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Pbomoters of the South Wales and Gbisat 
Westesn Dibegt Railway Bill, 1865. 

This petition having been set down for hearing, and notice of 
objection to the locus standi of the petitioners having been given, the 
counsel for the promoters of the bill objected to the discnssioh of the 
locus standi of the petitioners, on the ground that the Board of 
Trade had reported upon a bridge proposed to be constructed by the 
promoters, and had recommended that additional works should be 
made, and that it would therefore be necessary for the promoters to 
come before the committee to show how such recommendation should 
be dealt with, and that, in consequence, only part of the bill was 
before the referees, and that, whilst the bill was in this condition, 
any discussion on locius standi was premature. 

Locus standi postponed. 



LONDON AND SOUTH WESTERN RAILWAY (NEW 
LINES IN SURREY) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Pbomotebs of the Gbeat Western and Subbkt 
Docks Junction Railway Bill, 1865. 

In> this petition the petitioners styled themselves " Promoters of 
a bill now pending in your Honourable House," and their locus standi 
was objected to on the ground that the examiner of petitions had 
reported that they had not complied with the Standing Orders, and 
that their bill had been referred to the select committee on Standing 
Orders. 

The referees decided that as the select committee had not oonr 
sidered the bill of the petitioners, they were not then in a condition 
to be heard. 
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MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY (EXTENSION, &c.) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Lancashire and Yobeshibe Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make a railway to Liverpool. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners (so far as is material) on 
the ground that the promoters, the Manchester, Sheffield, and Lin* 
colnshire Railway Company, sought powers to run over, work, and 
use, with their engines, carriages, and servants, and for the purposes 
of their traffic, the junction and junction points connecting the 
London and North Western Railway with the railway of the peti- 
tioners near the Ardwick Station, in Manchester, and the petitioners 
objected to any such interference with their property and works. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to (so far as is 
material) on the ground that the bill did not contain power to take 
or interfere with any property of the petitioners, thus giving them 
notice that they disputed the truth of the allegation in the petition 
as to the ownership of the junction and the junction points therein 
referred to. 

On the case coming on for hearing, the promoters contended that 
the petitioners ought to prove their title to the junction and junction 
points, but the petitioners contended that in cases of locus standi, 
the allegations in a petition were, prima facie, taken to be correct, 
and that the onus probandi was upon the promoters to show that any 
allegation was untrue. 

The referees decided that the petitioners should give some evidence 
as to their title to the junction and junction points : and they also 
decided that the whole case as to the junction points and hcus 
standi should be taken together, the counsel of the petitioners to 
commence, and to have a right of reply. 



BUTE DOCKS (CARDIFF) BILL (No. 1), 1866. 

Petition of William Shewabd Cartwright. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct certain docks at Cardiff. 
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The bill was opposed by the petitioner (who was lord of the manor 
of Llandaflf), on the ground that, under the powers of the said bill, 
the promoters would be able to abstract water from the river TaflF, 
over which^ and its waters, the petitioner had certain rights. 

On the case coming on for hearing, the counsel for the petitioner 
stated that, in addition to the bill under consideration, there was 
another called the Bute Docks (CaidiflF) Bill (No. 2), 1865, and that 
the two bills related to one undertaking, and tbat (No. 2) Bill con- 
tained provisions for the working and management of the existing 
docks, declaring its provisions were to extend to the proposed (No. 1) 
bill, and that it was provided by (No. 1) Bill that, if (No. 2) Bill 
should be passed, the two bills should be read, when passed, as one 
Act : and he submitted that the petitioner on the argument as to his 
locus standi against one bill had a right to refer to the other. 

The counsel for the bill objected to the right of the counsel for the 
petitioner in the argument on (No. 1) Bill, referring to (No. 2) Bill ; 
and he argued that the works projected by (No. 1) Bill did not touch 
the manor of Llandafif ; but he admitted that if this were the case 
of a landowner, whose land was proposed to be taken under one bill, 
he might refer to the other. 

Objection overruled. 



BUTE DOCKS (CARDIFF) BILL (No.*l). 

(1.) Petition of the Pbnaeth Habboub, Dock, and Railwat 

Company. 
(2.) Petition of William Shewabd Cartwbight. 
(3.) Petition of the Tafp Vale Railway Company. 
(4.) Petition of the Glamoeganshibb Canal Company. 

The question having arisen as to the order in which the petitions 
should be considered, the referees decided as follows : 

" We think that the best course will be to take the petitions in 
the order in which they are deposited in the Private Bill OfiSce, sub- 
ject, of course, to any special arrangement between counsel." 
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BUTE DOCKS, CARDIFF (CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS, 

RAILWAYS, &c.) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of W. S. Cabtwbight. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to make a new dock at 
Cardiff. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner, who was the lord of the 
manor of Llandaff, on the ground that the promoters proposed to in- 
terfere with a certain mud bank which lay between high and low 
water mark, and therefore belonged to him as lord of the manor. 

The loctis standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that no land of his would be taken or interfered with, thus calling in 
question his title to the mud bank. 

The petitioner gave evidence of various acts of ownership, and the 
conveyance of the manor of Llandaff to him was proved. 

Locus standi allowed. 



THAMES SUBWAY BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Consebvatobs of the Riveb Thames. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make a subway under the river Thames. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, on the ground that in the 
construction of the proposed works the bed and soil of the river 
Thames would be interfered with, and thereby the traffic upon the 
river would be impeded and endangered. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that, when the bill was before the House of Lords, the petitioners 
petitioned against it, and withdrew their opposition on certain clauses 
tendered by'them being inserted in the bill, one of those clauses being 
as follows : 

** Nothing in this Act shaU anthorise the company to embank, encroach, or 
interfere with any part of the soil, bed or banks of the river Thames, or shore 
thereof, eioept in aooordanoe with the plan approved of hj the Conserrators 
of the river Thames." 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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ALDRINGTON, HOVE, AND BRIGHTON GAS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of tbe Bbighton Gas Light Ain> Coke CoMPAmr. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to establish gasworks at 
AldringtoQ and other places. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the gronnd thatj, under 
the powers of the bill, it was proposed to supply places with gas 
already supplied by the petitioners. They also prayed to be heard 
in support of the allegations of their petition, ** so far as the engineer- 
ing works were involved." 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they could not be heard against the preamble, as there was no 
prayer to that effect ; and that as regarded the clause defining the 
limits of the Act, tbe works of the petitioners were situate at Rotting- 
dean, to the east of Brighton, several miles from the proposed works, 
and that they supplied the eastern parts of Brighton, and that the 
works of another company intervened between the proposed works 
and the works of the petitioners, and that therefore there could be no 
competition. 

Locus standi disallowed, except as to clause defining the limits of 
the Act. 



THAMES AND SEVERN CANAL NAVIGATION 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Comhissiokebs of the Thahes and Isis Navi- 
gation. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters to make a 
railway and to abandon parts of their canal. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the gronnd that they 
were a public body, constituted by public Acts of Parliament, for the 
purpose of maintaining the navigation of the river Thames, and that 
the prQposed works would be injurious to such navigation. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the gronnd 
that the petition was not signed by a quorum of commissioners, and 
that it was not alleged, nor did it appear by the petition, that the 
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person signing it did so on behalf of the commisBioners, or that he 

had any authority to sign it on their behalf. 

The prayer of the petition commenced, " Yonr petitioners," &c., 

and ended, " And yonr petitioners will ever pray," Sec, 

'* Ghabies Yenables, 

" Vice-Chairman." 
Locus standi disallowed. 



BIRMINGHAM WATERWORKS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Rev. F. Hudson. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the Birming- 
ham Waterworks Company to construct £tdditional waterworks. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner on the ground that he, as 
one of the trustees of Stephen Wallis, deceased, had been served with 
notice of the bill. 

The locus standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that it was not stated in the petition that it was presented on behalf 
of himself and the other trustees; and that for anything that ap- 
peared in the petition, the other trustees might not be assenting par- 
ties to, but might dissent from the same. 

Locus standi disallowed. " The referees think that in such a case 
the petition of one trustee is not suflBcient." 

Note. — ^The notice was served on all the trustees, one of whom was a lai-ge 
shareholder in the company. 



LONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER, AND SOUTH EASTERN 
(BROMLEY, &c.) RAILWAYS BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railwat 

Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct certain railways. 

A preliminary objection was taken by the petitioners that they 
had not been duly served with notice' of objection to their petition, 

H 
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aooording to Rule 8 for the practice of the referees, the rale requiiing 
such notice of objection to be served on the petitioners within seven 
clear days after the petition had been deposited in the Private Bill 
Office. 

The petition was deposited on the 23rd of March, and the notice of 
objection was served on the Slst (Good Friday intervening). 

Objection overruled. 



BROMSGROVE AND DROITWICH WATERWORKS 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Wobcbsteb and BiBHiNaHAH Canal Naviqation 

Company. 

The petitioners presented two petitions against the bill, and stated 
their intention of relying on the allegations in the second petition. 
It was objected by the promoters that, having presented one petition, 
they were precluded from filing another. 

Objection overruled. 



CHATHAM AND ROCHESTER GAS BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of Ownebs, &c., op Rochesteb. 

(2.) Petition of Roohesteb, Chatham, and Stbood Gas Oompany. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to. make gasworks for the supply of Chatham and Rochester with 
gas. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground of com- 
petition, and that the works were unnecessary. 

The locus standi of both sets of petitioners was objected to on the 
ground ''that the provisions of the bill do not interfere with any 
property or right of the above-mentioned petitioners or either of 
them.** 

Locus standi allowed, the chairman stating that the decision of 
the referees was based on the ground that the form of objection was 
too vague and general. 
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ELY AND OGMORE VALLEYS JUNCTION RAILWAY 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Messrs. Beoqdbn & Sons. 

The object of the bill waa to authorise the promoters to make a 
railway from the Ely Valley to the Ogmore Valley Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who styled themselves in 
their petition " owners, lessees, and occupiers of lands, works, and 
minerals in the line, and along the course, and in the immediate 
neighbourhood of the railways projected by the said bill," on the 
ground that another bill before Parliament, called ''The Ogmore 
Valley Bill,*' would be preferable, and more • advantageous for the 
landowners and mineral owners of the district. -* 

The lociM standi of the petitioners was objected to on the groimd 
that the bill did not propose to take or interfere with the property of 
the petitioners, and that their rights would not be affected by the 
proposed bill. 

When the case came on for argument it was stated by the counsel 
for the petitioners that, since the presentation of the petition, the 
petitioners had purchased certain lands, notice to take which had 
been given by the promoters ; and he argued that the statement in 
the petition that the petitioners were owners of minerals '* in the . 
line " would be sufficient to give them a hciis standi, and that the 
purchase of the land was hondfide, and not for the purpose of obtain- 
ing a locus sta/ndi, [Counsel stated that, in 1864, a committee had 
refused a locus standi to the North British Railway Company against 
a bill promoted by the Scottish Central Railway Company, the peti- 
tioners having bought some land which the Scottish Central were 
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obliged to take ; it being clear that such purchase was colorable, and 
made to obtain a loctts standi against the bill.] 

The petitioners also insisted on their right to be heard as owners 
of minerals adjacent to the line. • 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the grounds 
that they could not be heard under Standing Order, H.G. 133, as in- 
habitants of a district, and that a single trader had no right to be 
heard against a bill ; and that the petitioners might have presented 
another petition after the purchase of land proposed to be taken, 
alleging in such petition that they were owners of such land. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



FAREHAM AND NETLEY RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 
Petition of W. C. Humphbeys. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters (inter alia) 
to construct a certain railway, and a bridge or viaduct, over the 
Bursledon or Hamble river. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner, a landowner (not within 
the limits of deviation), on the ground that the situation of his pro- 
perty was such that it commanded an extensive and picturesque view, 
which would be greatly marred by the said railway, and that if the 
bridge were made, he would not be able to keep his yacht at the usual 
anchorage-ground above the river feuding his property, which extended 
down to the banks of the river, but that he would be obliged to keep 
it four miles lower down the river. 

The locus standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that no property of the petitioner was proposed to be taken, and that 
neither he nor his tenants had any interest in the river. 

LociM standi disallowed. 
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SOUTH EASTERN RAILWAY BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Skxnitbbs' Company. 

The ohject of the bill was (inter alia) to i^peal the 42nd section 
of the Charing Cross Railway (City) Act, 1861, which provided that 
in making the Charing Cross Railway, that company should not stop 
up or reduce in width (among other places) Dowgate Hill, in the City 
of London. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
derived light and air to the ancient windows of their hall and resi- 
dence by means of the open space over Dowgate Hill, and that if the 
said section. No. 42, were repealed, they would be deprived of their 
accustomed light and air. 

It appeared by their petition that, at the time of the passing of the 
Charing Cross Railway (City) Act, 1861, the petitioners had been 
successful in causing the insertion in that Act of section 42, and that 
the powers and obligations of the Charing Cross Railway Company 
were vested in, and obligatory on the company of the promoters ; and 
that, notwithstanding the prohibitory section before mentioned, the 
promoters had, in violation of the said Act, taken and appropriated 
to themselves for their railways and works part of Dowgate Hill, but 
that Her Majesty's Attorney Greneral and the petitioners had filed an 
information and bill in the Court of Chancery against the Charing 
Cross Railway (City) Company, and thereon an injunction was 
awarded to restrain the works of the defendants aforesaid, and that 
such injunction was still in full force. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the grounds 
that their property was not within the limits of deviation, and that 
their proper remedy, if they suffered any injury, was under the 68th 
section of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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NORTH LONDON, HIGHGATK, AND ALEXANDRA PARK 

RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Executors of the late Timothy Bybne and Others. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the construction of a certain 
railway. 

The bill was opposed by the i^etitioners on the ground that the 
railway proposed would cross the road in front of a certain inn, of 
which one of the petitioners was the owner, and the others the lessees, 
by means of a high viaduct, and thereby the petitioners' property 
would be injuriously affected ; but that it was doubtful whether they 
could obtain any compensation under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Acts, in respect of any depreciation the property might suflFer. 

The l^m standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that no property of theirs was intended to be taken, and that they 
were not entitled to be heard merely because any property of theirs, 
not within the limits of deviation, might be injuriously affected by 
the proposed works. 

L0CU8 standi disallowed. 



BRIGHTON WEST PIER COMPANY'S BILL, 1866. 
Petition of C. S. Dickens and J. Wisden. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) tO authorise the promoters 
to purchase compulsorily a certain portion of land belonging (or 
alleged to belong) to the petitioners, who were lords of the manor 
of Brighton. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners as landowners objecting 
to the compulsory purchase of their land. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had agreed to grant the land to promoters and that in the 
agreement entered into between the parties there was no restriction 
as to the time in which the works undertaken by the promoters were 
to be completed, but that when the directors of the company were 
to be admitted, the steward of the manor put a proviso in the grant 
of admission, that if the works were not completed within two years 
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the grant was to be forfeited ; that when the directoro became aware 
of this proviso, they, by advice of counsel, filed a bill against the 
petitioners to compel a grant according to the terms of agreement, 
and the suit was still pending. More than two years having elapsed 
since the directors were admitted, and the works not having been 
completed, notice to take the land in question, it being termed 
" waste land," had been served on the petitioners for fear the pro- 
moters might not succeed in the suit. 
LocuA standi allowed. 



CALEDONIAN RAILWAY (LANARKSHIRE, &c. 
BRANCHES) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Mrs. M. S. Sligo and A. S. Sligo. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make various railways, one of them (No. 9) passing through the 
land of the petitioners. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners as landowners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to by the pro- 
moters on the ground that though they might be heard as to any 
interference with their land, they had no right to be heard against 
the engineering details. 

The case was not fully argued. Loeus standi allowed as to Rail- 
way No. 9. 



WEARDALE and SHILDON WATER BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of the Corporation of Durham. 
(2.) Petition of the Durham Water Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to incorporate a company 
for the purpose of supplying the districts of Weardale and Shildon, 
and other places, with water. 

The bill was opposed by the Corporation of Durham (who were 
the local board of health) on the ground that the powers to be con- 
ferred on the company could not be exercised without being preju- 
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dicial to Durham, as such' powers would enable the company to 
appropriate the waters of various streams which ran into the river 
Wear, and that the waters of the Wear were impounded by the Dur- 
ham Water Company for the purpose of supplying Durham with 
water, and that if the bill became law, not only would the supply of 
water to the inhabitants of Durham be greatly diminished, but the 
city of Durham would be injuriously affected, inasmuch as the river 
Wear, which carried off the sewage of the town, would, in summer 
and dry seasons, be inefiicient for such purpose ; and the petitioners 
also opposed the bill on the grround that they were owners of land 
adjoining the river Wear, and that they would be injuriously aflfected 
as riparian proprietors by the abstraction of its waters. 

The hcus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the city of Durham was more than twenty miles below the 
source of supply, and that by Standing Order 23 it was not even 
necessary to serve them with notice of the proposed bill. 

The bill was also opposed by the Durham Water Company on the 
ground that they would be deprived of water which they had regu- 
larly impounded for nearly twenty years. 

Their locus standi was objected to on the ground that they were 
merely a joint-stock company, registered under the Act of 1866, and 
that they had no parliamentary title to abstract water from the 
Wear, and that they had not even a prima facie title to be heard, as 
they had not been incorporated for twenty years. 

Locus standi in both cases allowed. 



DUNDEE WATER BILL, 1866. 
Petition of Sib William and Lady Scott. 

The object of the bill was (inter olid) to enable the promoters to 
make additional works and to raise additional capital. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were landowners in 
Dundee, and by the feuars on their estt^tes, and owners and occupiers 
of houses on such estates, on the ground that, by a previous Act, the* 
promoters were bound to supply water for domestic purposes to the 
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inhabitants of T)nndee, bnt that they had failed to do so, though 
they were in the habit of supplying large quantities of water for 
manufacturing purposes, and that consequently the value of the 
property of the petitioners was depreciated. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that the petitioners would 
be, nor could they be, injuriously affected by the bill. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



MARYPORT IMPROVEMENT, HARBOUR, AND DOCK 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Lord Leconfield. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to extend the powers of the 
harbour trustees of Maryport, and to enable them to establish water- 
works and improve the harbour, and construct a new dock and half- 
tide basin connected therewith. 

The bill, so far as its provisions enabled the trustees to construct 
the new dock and basin, was opposed by the petitioner, who was an 
owner of extensive mines of coal and other minerals, the lessees of 
which paid him a royalty based upon the selling price of coal in the 
port of Maryport, after deducting the cost of carriage and tonnage, 
rates, and shipping dues, on the ground that his income would be 
diminished by the increase that would be made in the tonnage rates 
and shipping dues at Maryport, which would be necessary to enable 
the trustees to construct the said dock and basin, which he alleged 
were unnecessary. 

The powers taken in the bill to construct waterworks were also 
opposed by the petitioner on the ground that they would authorise 
the promoters to take and divert from the river Derwent and a cer- 
tain mill-race such water as they might require for the proposed 
waterworks ; and that the petitioner, as lord of the manor of Cocker- 
mouth, was entitled to numerous rights and privileges in and over 
the waters of the river Derwent and the fisheries therein, and that a 
dam had been erected, by permission of the petitioner, to facilitate 
the flow of water into the mill-race, which it might be expedient for 
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lim to have removed, but his power to interfere with which would 
be taken away if the bill became law. 

The petition also alleged that the site and source of the waterworks 
'jrere badly chosen. 

The locm standi of the petitioner was opposed on the ground that, 
xaving leased his mines, the lessees, and they alone, ought to be 
^leard against the rating powers of the bill, and that the allegations 
hi the petition as to his rights over the waters of the river Derwent 
)rere vaguo and indefinite, and that no sufficient interest in such 
waters as to entitle him to be heard could be shown. 

Locus standi allowed. 



CALEDONIAN RAILWAY (GREENOCK AND GOUROCK 

EXTENSIONS) BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of M. R. S. Stbwaet. 

(2.) Petition of Gbeenock and Ayrshirb Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make an extension line of railway and a new pier at Greenock. 

The bill was opposed by the first-named petitioner, who was a 
landowner, and by the Greenock and Ayrshire Railway Company, 
the promoters seeking powers by the bill to take lands belonging to 
the petitioners respectively, for the purpose of their railway. The 
first-named petitioner claiming a general right to be heard as a land- 
owner, and the company under the 132nd Standing Order. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was admitted so far as their 
right to be heard against the railway, but objected to generally on 
the ground that their opposition ought to be confined to the works 
proposed to be authorised, and for which their lands were respectively 
taken. 

Loctts standi allowed. 

(3.) Petition of D. M. Latham and Others. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
were entitled to free issue and entry to their houses from Clyde 
Street, Greenock, but that under the provisions of the Greenock 
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Folioe Act, 1865, an esplanade was to be formed in lieu of Clyde 
Street, and that towards its formation the petitioners had to pay a 
certain sum per foot of frontage, and that the proposed railway would 
cross the esplanade on the level, and their access to the esplanade 
would be cut off. 

The I0CU8 standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they could not be heard as landowners whose land it was not 
proposed to take, but who might be injuriously affected by the 
proposed works. 

The counsel for the bill was stopped, and 

Loctui standi disallowed. 

(4.) Petition of Tbustees of Gbeenock and Kelltbbidge Koads. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that powers 
were taken to alter the level of their roads, and that their toUs would 
be diminished if the bill became law. 

The loctis standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that for thirteen years Parliament had refused to hear road trustees 
in regard to compensation, and that the allegations in the petition 
as to the alteration of the levels of the road were not specific. 

Lociis standi allowed against so much of the bill as authorises 
interference with the Greenock and Eelly bridge roads. 



ALDRINGTON, HOVE, AND BRIGHTON GAS BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of G. Lloyd, Esq. 

(2.) Petition of Habboub Commibsionebs of New Shobeham. 

» 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to establish gasworks at 
Aldrington. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner in the first case on the 
ground that powers were taken in the bill to purchase his land. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no power taken in the bill to purchase land otherwise 
than by agreement. 

The bill was also opposed by the Harbour Commissioners, who 
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bad powers to lay down pipes under portions of the lands proposed 
to be taken, and tbeir locus standi was objected to on the same 
grounds. 
Locus stomdi in both cases disallowed. 



CALEDONIAN RAILWAY (EDINBURGH STATION) BILL, 

1866. 

Petition of T. L. A. Peddds and Others. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to enable the promoters to 
enlarge and improve their station at Edinburgh, and to erect a hotel 
in connection therewith, and for that purpose to take compulsoiilj 
the south-eastern sides of Rutland Square and Rutland Street, and 
also certain other portions of the said square and street. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, some of whom were 
owners of houses within the limits of deviation and whose land was 
scheduled, and some of whom were owners of houses not within the 
limits of deviation, but who were scheduled as owners of the area 
or piece of land in the centre of the square and the streets and 
roads around such area, on the following grounds : 

That they were owners of land and houses in Rutland Square, 
and that such houses were of very superior character, and that the 
only entrance into the said square was through Rutland Street, 
which it was proposed to reduce in width : 

That by the provisions of the feu contract, entered into by the 
owner of the land of Rutland Squall and certain builders, the 
owner disposed the land to such builders in certain lots, to be built 
upon according to a certain plan and elevation, and it was thereby 
expressly provided and declared that the houses to be erected on the 
said lots should be executed and remain in all time coming according 
to the said plan and elevations, and the said builders and all others 
the feuars in Rutland Street and Rutland Square, should be bound 
to adhere to the said plan, and those of Rutland Square to the said 
elevations, and they should respectively have it in their power to 
com]>el each other to a strict adherence thereto, and to take the whole 
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responsibility of enforcing due execution of the said plan and eleva- 
tion upon themselves : 

That the feuars of lots both in the said street and square were, by 
the provisions of the said contract, bound to enclose the area or 
piece of ground in the centre of the square, as delineated on the 
said plan, with a parax)et wall and iron railing, and also to lay the 
ground itself out as pleasure ground, the expense of so doing being 
divided amongst and paid by the owners of the houses to be built, 
who were to maintain the pleasure ground in good repair, and to 
have the exclusive privilege of using the same as ornamental pleasure 
ground : 

That the owners of the houses to be erected as aforesaid were to 
be at the expense of forming, causewaying, paving, and keeping in 
good repair the streets and roads connected with their respective 
properties : 

That though it was part of the said contract (upon the faith of 
which the petitioners had purchased houses in Rutland Square) that 
no other buildings than dwelling-houses should be erected on the 
said land, it was proposed by the bill to authorise the promoters to 
erect a large hotel on the south-eastern side of the said square. . 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the follow- 
ing grounds : 

In respect of those whose houses were scheduled, that the pro- 
moters would abandon their powers to take the land of certain of 
such petitioners, and that after such abandonment they had no 
right to be heard against the bill : 

In respect of those whose houses were not within the limits of 
deviation, that it was not intended to interfere with the enclosed 
pleasure ground in the square, and that such petitioners had no 
title or interest in the streets or roads referred to, such streets or roads 
being under the jurisdiction of the road trustees, and that such 
petitioners had no right to be heard on the ground of their property 
being injuriously affected. 
Locus standi allowed. 
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LLANELLY RAILWAY AND DOCK COMPANY'S 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of L. L. Dillwyk. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make a pier and other works, and to apply for such purposes any 
moneys which they might raise, but should not be required for 
their undertaking already authorised. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner on the ground that he was 
an owner of land required and contracted by the company to be 
purchased for their authorised undertaking, but that the company 
had failed to complete the purchase in consequence of want of funds, 
and that the diversion to the purposes of the bill of fonds which 
were applicable to the payment of the purchase-money of the land 
contracted for, would deprive him of the security which he then 



The locus standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that he was a mere creditor of the company. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY (ADDITIONAL POWERS) 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Lord Ltttlbton. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to extend the time limited 
for the construction of a certain railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner on the ground that his land 
would be intersected by the railway the time for making which it 
was proposed to extend, and that it would be detrimental to his 
interests that any extension of time should be granted. 

llie hctis standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that the petition did not contain any allegation upon which, accord- 
ing to parliamentary practice, the petitioner was entitled to be 
heard. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
(CENTRAL STATION) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Dayid Mayor and Others. 

The object of the hill was (inter (did) to authorise the promoters 
to construct additional works, and for such purpose to take com- 
pulsorily certain houses and lands in Manchester, of which the 
petitioners were respectively yearly tenants. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that, whei 
the ** Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845," was passed, it was not 
considered that powers would be granted to make railways through 
large towns, and that, therefore, no adequate provisions were inserted 
in such Act for compensating yearly tenants, and they prayed the 
insertion of a clause in the proposed bill whereby they might be 
placed on the same footing with respect to the bill as tenants holding 
under leases for years are placed, whereby no arrangement between 
the promoters and their landlord should operate to their prejudice. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they did not oppose the taking of their houses and land com- 
pulsorily, but that their opposition was restricted to the operation of 
the general law with regard to compensation. 

Locus standi allowed. 



CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY AND TOWN WATERWORKS 

BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of the Mastkes, Fellows, &o., op Sidney Sussex 

College. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to amend the promoters 
Act of 1853, and to extend the limits of the district within which 
they might supply water, and to authorise them to raise additional 
capital; and also to relieve them from an obligation imposed on 
them by the said Act to discharge from certain springs constituting 
the source of a certain brook, in the parish of Cherry Hinton, a quan- 
tity of water not less than 140 gallons a minute, and to substitute 
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for such obligation one compelling them to discharge into a cnlveit 
made hj John Okes an eqnal quantity of water. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the groond that they 
were owners of certain lands in the said parish of Cherry Hintoo, 
and that the bill would authorise the promoters to drain the wells 
and watering-places of such parish, and affect the supply of the 
occupier of the lands of the petitioners, and that the clause in the 
bill relieving the promoters from the obligation to discharge the 
water into the said brook would inflict special damage on the peti- 
tiouers, as it adjoined their lands, and afforded at all times a good 
supply of water to the occupier of such lands. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the bill took no new powers to impound water, and that there 
was nothing in the petition to show that the petitioners would be 
injured by the promoters discharging the stated quantity of water 
into the culvert instead of into the brook. 

Locus standi allowed. 

(2.) Petition of theVisiTOBS of the Gambbibgeshibb, &o., Lttkatio 

ASYLUIL 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the l^al owners 
of a pauper lunatic asylum in the parish of Fulboume, on the ground 
that the bill authorised the promoters to purchase certain lands, 
springs, and streams, in the parish of Cherry Hinton, which were 
shown on the deposited plans, and all other springs, streams, and 
waters on, in, or under those lands, and that the bill prohibited any 
person making any new work, or using or enlarging any existing 
work, to draw off any water from such lands, springs, streams, or 
waters, and that the effect of the bill would be to prevent the 
petitioners deepening the well of the asylum, which was about a 
mile distant from such lands, springs, &c., in the parish of Cherry 
Hinton, the petitioners having made arrangements to deepen such 
well in order to obtain increased supply of water. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed abstraction of water in the parish of Cherry Hin- 
ton would not affect the property or rights of the petitionera, and 
that the promoters would introduce a clause into the bill declaring 
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that nothing therein contained should affect the petitioners' existing 
rights. 

The referees stated that they had no power to introduce an addi- 
tional clause into the bill. 

Locus standi allowed. 

(3.) Petition of the Cobpobation of Caicbbidge. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners as lords of the manor of 
Cambridge and owners of the streets, roads, &c., in the borough, 
and also proprietors of lands, &c., bounded by and dependent on the 
streams, springs, and waters in the bill mentioned, and also owners 
of dwelliug-houses in the borough, on the ground that they would 
be charged with increased water-rents under the provisions of the 
bill, and that the bill would be injurious to their rights as such 
lords of the manor, and would injuriously affect many of the streets, 
roads, and highways within the borough. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the bill did not authorise the promoters to take any more water, 
or to take any water, from any other source of supply than now 
authorised ; or to- confer any powers affecting the streets, roads, 
&c., in Cambridge ; or to vary the water-rents which the promoters 
can at present charge ; and that the petition did not allege or show 
that the borough of Cambridge was or would be injuriously affected 
by the bill. 

Locus standi allowed. 



BROMSGROVE AND DROITWICH WATERWORKS 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Wobcesteb and Bibmingham Canal Nayigatiok 

Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the constmo- 

tion of certain waterworks. 

The biU was opposed by the petitioners on the following grounds : 
Under the provisions of an old Act of Parliament, a short canal, 

called the Droitwich Canal, was constructed in 1768, from Droit- 

I 
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wieh to the Severn, locking into the Severn, and in order to supply 
it with water, powers were granted by the Act to the company of 
proprietors of the canal to appropriate the streams in the neighbour- 
hood, one of those streams being the river Salwarpe, on which the 
Droitwich Canal is dependent for its water supply. 

In 1791 the petitioners were incorporated by Act of Parliament 
fix the purpose of making a canal from Birmingham to the Severn, 
passing near Droitwich, and inasmuch as their canal would com- 
pete with the Droitwich Canal, a clause was introduced into their 
Act to the effect that, if the profits to arise from the Droitwich 
Canal were insufficient to pay five per cent per annum on the then 
value of its shares (1607.), the petitioners were to make up the 
difference. 

In 1853 a lease of the Droitwich Canal was granted for twenty- 
one years to the petitioners, imder the General Act, the petitioners 
not only being thereby made responsible for the dividend to the 
Droitwich Company, but also for the expenses of the nmintenance of 
the navigation and repairs of the Droitwich Canal : 

Shortly afterwards a junction was made between the two canals : 
By the bill powers were sought to enable the promoters to take 
and abstract streams feeding the river Salwarpe, the waters of such 
river being hardly sufficient to supply the Droitwich Canal. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had no such interest in the waters of the river Salwarpe 
as to entitle them to be heard against the bill, which only took 
powers to abstract water from the tributaries of the Salwarpe, and 
that, though the Droitwich Canal Company might be heard against 
the bill, the petitioners ought not to be heard, as the Droitwich 
Canal did not pass under the lease, but merely the right to take 
the tolls, rates, and dues that were receivable by the Droitwich 
Company. 
Lociis standi allowed* 
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SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE WATERWORKS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of E. J. Hincklet and Others. 

The object of the bill was (inttr alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct certain works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that, by an 
agreement in 1857 with the promoters, the latter, had covenanted 
not to erect any engine or other erection on certain lands, and that 
under the powers sought by the bill that agreement would be 
imperilled. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the agreement would not be affected by proposed bill. 

Locus standi allowed for the purpose of seeing a clause inserted 
in the bill for the reservation of the rights of the petitioners under 
the agreement of 1857. 



LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY (NEW 

WORKS) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of J. R. Gonkob and Others. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to confer additional powers 
on the London and North Western Railway Company, one of such 
powers being to stop up Hotkam Street, Liverpool. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
were owners of property in and near Hotham Street, and if it were 
stopped up their property would be seriously injured, and deterio- 
rated in value, as the said street was about to become an important 
thoroughfare. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that their property was not within the limits of deviation, and that 
they could not be heard on the ground of such property being inju- 
riously affected. 

Locus tstandi disallowed. 
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SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE WATERWORKS BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Feoffees and Sidesmen of the City of 

Lichfield. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to aiithorise the pro- 
moters to extend the area in which they could supply water, and to 
obtain possession of lands in the centre of Lichfield, with a general 
power of purchasing by agreement other lands wherein to construct 
wells and shafts. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the acting 
tiiistees under an ancient trust for supplying gratuitously with 
water the inhabitants of Lichfield, and, as such trustees, were the 
owners of an ancient well or spring of water issuing out of the sand- 
stone on the summit of the range of hills which was the boundary 
of the valley in which Lichfield was situate : 

That the promoters, under powers of previous Acts, had purchased 
certain pools of water in the centre of Lichfield supplied by open 
streams flowing from the surrounding hills, and c6nverted such 
pools into two open reservoirs, and had conveyed the water from 
such reservoirs to a pumping engine half a mile from Lichfield, 
through a tunnel aqueduct passing through the saudstone rock, 
which itself discharged a large amount of water into the aqueduct, 
and that consequently the wells of hard water in the city became 
gradually dry : 

That, under the powers sought by the bill, the petitioners believed 
that the promoters would pump water out of the sandstone at a 
lower depth than the tunnel aqueduct, and that such operation 
would materially diminish the sources of supply entrusted to the 
care of the petitioners : 

That though the petitioners, under existing Acts, had been 
guaranteed a quantity of water by the promoters which they had 
accepted as sufficient compensation, yet such water was to be taken 
by the petitioners from the tunnel aqueduct, and under the powers 
of the bill the promoters might cease to use such tunnel aqueduct, 
or, by making other works, drain it : 

That by the bill powers were sought to supply other places with 
water than at present authorised. 
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The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had no right, title, or interest, in any of the lands or 
works which were authorised to be taken under the powers of .the 
bill: 

That the abstracting of underground water authorised by the bill 
ought not to entitle the petitioners to be heard, they having no 
interest in any of the underground waters which the company 
might obtain by boring : 

''That under existing Acts the petitioners had accepted and 
received full compensation for all their rights and interests in any 
of their sources of supply, and were guaranteed a quantity of water 
by the company, which they accepted as sufficient compensation for 
the present and prospective wants of the inhabitants of the city." 

Locus standi allowed. 



BELFAST CENTRAL RAILWAY (BELFAST CORPO- 
RATION) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Bishop of Down and Others. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to stop up and divert certain streets in Belfast. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, the Bishop of Down, the 
Rev. T. F. Miller, vicar of the parish of Belfast, the Rev. Charles 
Seaver, perpetual curate of the parochial chapel of ease called St. 
John's Church, Belfast, and eighty -nine other persons, being pew- 
holders in or attendants at the said church, on the ground that it 
was proposed to authorise the promoters to stop up and divert certain 
streets, including one called May Street, leading to such church ; 
that thereby, not only would the income of the perpetual curate of the 
church be diminished, the curacy having no endowment and being 
dependent for its support upon the pew-rents paid by the persons at- 
tending the church, but that the renters of {)ews in the church would b 
greatly inconvenienced by having their access to the church impeded : 

That the ground upon which the church was built had been pur- 
chased from the corporation by the petitioner, T. F. Miller, an<^ 
certain other trustees under the will of a person deceased, by who 
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the funds for the building of the said church were provided in the 
year 1851, and that at the time of the purchase it was stated by the 
officers of the corporation that May Street had been set apart and 
dedicated to the public, and would for ever be kept open. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they could not be heard under Standing Order 133 as represent- 
ing the inhabitants of Belfast, and that this was only a case of con- 
sequential damage to property, which would not entitle the peti- 
tioners to be heard against the bill, though perhaps they might 
have a right to compensation. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



THAMES AND SEVERN CANAL] NAVIGATION BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Conbbbvatobs of the Thames. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make the Thames and Severn Railway, and to abandon parts of 
their canal. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the following grounds : 

That by the Thames Conservancy Act, 1857, all the estate of 
Her Majesty the Queen and the corporation of the city of London, 
from Staines in Middlesex to Gauntlet Creek in Kent, in the bed- 
soil and shores of the river Thames, and all powers and privileges of 
Her Majesty the Queen, and the said corporation, over the river, and 
also the fisheries in the river, were vested in the petitioners : 

That it was proposed by the bill to convert part of the canal of 
the promoters into a railway : 

That by the Act incorporating the canal company they were 
empowered to divert divers springs and tributaries of the Thames, 
including the Thames Head springs, into their canal for the use of 
their navigation : 

That the company no longer requiring the springs for the purposes 
of their caual at the point where the Thames Head springs exist (the 
bill taking power to abandon the canal between Thames Head and 
the Thames), seek nevertheless to retain the power to keep the water 
which they have hitherto had for supplying the canal between 
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Thames Head and the Thames, and by means of a conduit pipe to 
divert such water into the valley of the Severn, conveying it to- 
wards that point of their canal which will still remain canal, the 
bill giving them power to keep the water which they obtain at the 
Thames Head for the purposes of their canal : 

That if the whole of the canal were to remain in its present state 
at least half the water pumped upon the summit level crossing over 
the Cotswold Hills at Thames Head would flow in its natural course 
into the Thames : 

That the powers to take the said springs were granted to the com- 
pany for the purposes of their canal navigation in the valley of the 
Thames, and if the canal were abandoned the right to take such 
springs should cease. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the bill took no power to use the waters of the Thames Head 
in any other way than at present authorised, and that the part of 
the Thames over which the petitioners had Any rights was 120 miles 
from the Thames Head. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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FAREHAM AND NETLEY RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 
Petition of certain Owmebs of Whabfs and Quays, &c. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters (inter alia) 
to construct a bridge or viaduct over the Bursledon or Hamble River. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, some of whom were the 
owners and occupiers of various wharfs or quays at or near the said 
river, carrying: on considerable business in connection therewith, on 
the ground that the proposed bridge would create a serious obstruc- 
tion to the navigation of the river, and prevent the user of the 
waterway thereof by the great majority of vessels accustomed to 
pass up the river with various articles of merchandise, and to 
discharge their cargoes at the wharfs and quays bebnging to the 
petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
thdt they had no interest in the river, and that the Court of Admi- 
ralty were the conservators of the river navigation, and that as their 
property was not touched they had no right to be heard. 

Locus standi of the owners and occupiers of wharfs and quays 
allowed. 



. NORTH STAFFORDSHIRE RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Owxebs of Mines and Minerals. 

This was a bill to authorise (inter alia) the* construction by the 
North Staffordshire Railway Company of certain railways, only one 
of which was of the length of six miles ; and it was also proposed in 
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the bill to authorise the company to take the same tolls in respect of 
the new railways as they were empowered to take in respect of their 
general line, which would have the effect of enabling the company 
to charge a toll for six miles for any traffic carried over any part 
of the new lines. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were owners and 
workers of mines and minerals in the district through which the 
proposed railways would pass, on the ground that, as a considerable 
quantity of minerals passed over short distances, the right to charge 
the six-mile toll should be altered, both as to the proposed lines and 
also as to the existing lines of the company ; and they contended 
that they had a right to be heard, not only as owners of mineral 
property, but also as traders. 

The general locus standi of the petitioners (their locus standi as 
owners of mineral property against parts of the bill being admitted) 
was objected to by the promoters on the grounds that traders and 
freighters did not come within any Standing Order allowing a hcus 
standi to petitioners, and that there was no precedent for their being 
heard. 

Locus standi allowed. 



LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY (NEW 
WORKS IN ENGLAND AND SCOTLAND) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Mbsrohants, &c., of Livebpool. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters (inter alia) 
to construct certain railways, and it was provided by the bill " That 
the railways to be made and the railways to be widened and improved 
by the 'company under its powers shall, with respect to tolls, rates, 
and charges, be part of the undertaking of the company." 

The bill was opposed by the chairman and several members of the 
Chamber of Commerce, and certain merchants and traders of Liver- 
pool, on the ground that the general tolls, rates, and charges of the 
company were in many cases fixed in an unfair and arbitrary manner, 
by which the petitioners and the trade of Liverpool suffered ; and 
that the company's system of fixing the scale of tolls, rates, and 
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charges, was partial and unequal, and framed with a view to forcing 
traffic by particular routes to particular points, and thereby increasing 
the company's receipts at the expense of (among other places) Liver- 
pool ; and the petitioners submitted that such system and such scale 
of rates, tolls, and charges, ought not to be extended to any railways 
or works, but that the abuses of the system should be remedied by 
general revision and regulation of the company's charges under the 
present bill ; and they called the attention of the committee to the 
Standing Order of the House of Commons 156, which directs the 
committee to fix and determine tolls and charges, which could not 
be properly done without hearing the parties to be affected by such 
tolls and charges. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that their simply being dissatisfied with existing rates ought not to 
give them a locus standi against a bill for new works, &c. : and that 
they could only be heard on one of these grounds : either that they 
were injuriously affected by the proposed works, or that any rights 
they might possess were about to be invaded, or that they were to be 
subjected to increased tolls and charges. 

Locus standi allowed against so much of the bill as related to tolls, 
rates, and charges. 



MONMOUTHSHIRE RAILWAY AND CANAL BILL, 1865. 

Petition of certain Fbeighters. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to execute additional works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, on the ground that the 
company had not completed and opened for traffic all the lines of 
railway they were authorised to construct imder certain Acts of Par- 
liament of 1853 and 1861; and also that the powers conferred on 
the company by a former Act, to levy tolls for articles and persons 
conveyed on the railway for a less distance than four miles, and to 
demand, in addition to such prescribed tolls for conveyance, a reason- 
able charge for the expense of stopping, loading, and unloading, were 
unfair and unreasonable. 
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The iocus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the non-comjdetion of the works did not concern them more 
than the rest of the public, and that the clauses relating to terminal 
charges were usual in all railway bills. 

Locus standi allowed. 



SWANSEA CANAL TRANSFER BILL, 1865. 

(1.) Petition of the Ystalytbba Iron Company. 
(2.) Petition of H. Vivian and Others. 
(3.) Petition of T. Strick and Others. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the transfer of 
Swansea Canal to the Neath and Brecon Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by the above-mentioned petitioners; the 
first, the Ystalyfera Iron Company, who were the owners of extensive 
iron and tin plate works at Ystalyfera, and certain collieries and 
works, and also of a branch canal situate in or near to the Swansea 
Valley, and adjacent to and communicating with the Swansea Canal ; 
and in their petition they alleged that they were the largest traders 
on the canal proposed to be transferred, and paid one-third of the 
entire tolls received by the canal company, and that an agreement 
had been come to between the petitioners and the canal company 
by which the canal company had reduced the tolls or freights pay- 
able by the petitioners, they guaranteeing a certain amount of traffic 
on the canal for a certain number of years ; and the petitioners 
objected to the transfer of the canal to the railway company, which 
they contended would create a monopoly in the hands of the railway 
company, who might make the canal subservient to the interests 
of the railway ; and the petitioners contended that if the bill were 
passed there ought to be a revision of the tolls and charges 
^ payable in respect of the user of the canal, and provisions inserted 
in the bill to compel the railway company to keep the canal in proper 
repair. 

The other petitioners were also owners of collieries, who objected 
to the bill on similar grounds. 

The locus standi of all the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
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that by the Act of Parliament authorising the construction of the 
canal the canal company were bound to maintain the canal in proper 
repair, and that this duty would be obligatory on the railway 
company, and that the petitioners ought not to be heard against 
the bill on the question of tolls, as that question was not involved 
in the bill. 

Locus stcmdi allowed to the three petitioners. 



SWANSEA CANAL TRANSFER BILL, 1865. 
• Petition of the Swansea Haeboub Trustees. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the transfer 
of the Swansea Canal to the Neath and Brecon Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the conservators 
of Swansea harbour, and owners of docks in the said harbour, and of 
vharfs, quays, and lands adjoining those docks, on the ground that 
the canal was under the control (as the Legislature intended in autho- 
rising the construction thereof) of parties whose sole interest was to 
allow the use thereof freely and indifferently to all freighters and 
others using the canal, and that it was highly expedient and neces- 
sary for the public interests that the said canal should remain in such 
hands and under such control, and not be placed in the hands of the 
railway company, which might have peculiar interests opposed to the 
general interests of the public. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that the promoters would 
exact maximum rates, and that the proprietors of the canal could 
have done so if they had thought it would have been to their advan- 
tage, and that the petitioners' rights, therefore, would in no way be\ 
imperilled. 

Locus sta/ndi allowed. 
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ROACH RIVER FISHERY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Ownebs of the Fobeshobe and Ownebs of Otsteb 
Beds in the Riyeb Roach, and Dbedoebmen and Fishbbmek 
of Bbiohtlinosea, Babnham, and Paglesham. 

This was a bill to incorporate a company, and to authorise them 
to establish and maintain an oyster fishery in the river Roach. 

This bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the owners of 
the foreshore, &c^ on the ground that it was calculated to deprive 
them of rights incident to their property, and also to depreciate its 
value ; and it was alleged in the petition that that part of the river 
Roach proposed to be monopolised under the authority of the said 
bill had been, time out of mind, common fishing ground, and formed 
jArt of the nursery beds from which the proprietors of the adjoining 
oyster-layings procured their brood of young oysters through the 
agency of the dredgermen and fishermen on the Essex cOast, several 
of whom were petitioners against the bill ; and that some of the 
petitioners, and many other persons objecting to the bill, had laid 
out lai^e sums of money in the said river, and that a proposal to 
make oyster-grounds which could overlap those of the petitioners, 
thereby preventing them from following the spat and brood, which 
though generated from the stock on the grounds of the petitioners, 
would necessarily float on to those of the proposed company, would 
be manifestly unjust. 

The locus standi of the petitioners, owners of the foreshore, was 
objected to on the groimd that the bill did not propose to interfere 
with the foreshore; and of the dredgermen and fishermen on the 
ground that they did not show that their private rights or interests 
would be affected, and that they had no more right to be heard than 
others of the genei-al public. It appeared also that some of the 
dredgermen had been heard on clauses in the House of Lords, and 
an objection on that ground also was taken to their loctts standi. 

Locus standi of the owners of the foreshore disallowed, and of the 
dredgermen and fishermen allowed, except as to those who had 
appeared on clauses in the House of Lords, whose locus standi was 
disallowed. 
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ELY AND OGMORE VALLEYS JUNCTION RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Messrs. Bbogden & Sons. 

For the re[)ort of this case, see the preceding chapter, p. 99. 



CALEDONIAN AND SCOTTISH CENTRAL RAILWAY 

COMPANIES' BILL, 1865. 

Petition of William Baibd & Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter cUia) to amalgamate the Cale* 
donian and Scottish Central Railway Companies. 

llie bill was opposed by the petitioners, who constituted a single 
firm of ironmasters, on the ground that by the said bill it was pro- 
posed to take power to levy, for mineral and other traffic of that 
class, rates, tolls, and charges, considerably in excess of those which 
were actually levied, although the rates, tolls, and charges levied by 
the said companies respectively were greatly in excess of what ought 
justly to be charged against the public and traders. 

The loctuf standi of the petitioners was objected to on various 
grounds ; but the principal objection, and the one upon which the 
decision turned, was, that a single trader, or single firm of traders, 
had no right to be heard against a bill, inasmuch as the object of 
such single trader or firm of traders would be to make terms for 
themselves individually, and not to protect the interests of a class. 

IjOCus standi disallowed. 



LANCASHIRE UNION RAILWAYS BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Tbadebs and Manufactubebb at Widnes. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct various lines of railway in Lancashire, one of which 
would connect the port of Qarston with the coalfields of Wigan. 
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The bill was opposed by the petitionera on the ground that the 
town and port of Widnes were seven miles nearer than the port of" 
Grarston was to the Wigan coalfields, and that, therefore, the rates, 
tolls, and charges should be less between such coalfields and Widnes 
than between the same coalfields and Garston; but that the pro- 
moters of the bill had agreed with certain large coalowners at Wigan 
that they would carry coals from the said coalfields to Widnes and 
to Grarston at a uniform gross rate. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the rates, tolls, and charges, to be taken under the authority of 
the bill, only related to coals carried for shipment at either of the 
ports ; and that the bill could not affect the petitioners, inasmuch as 
the bill did not in any way deal with the tolls, rates, and charges to 
be made for coals to be consumed for ordinary purposes. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY (EXTENSION, &c.) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Merchakts and Tbadebs of Liverpool. 

The object of the bill was (iTiter olid) to authorise the promoters 
to make a railway to Liverpool 

The bill was opposed by members of the Chamber of Commerce 
and merchants-and traders of Liverpool, on the ground that the pro- 
posed railway would be of no public or local advantage, ** unless 
stringent and effective provisions were inserted in the bill for secur- 
ing an equal and impartial scale and arrangement of the tolls and 
charges over the comi)any's system, and for preventing them from 
prejudicing or favouring particular places and routes at the expense 
of others." 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to pn the ground 
that the bill only asked leave to apply to new railways the old rates^ 
tolls, and charges, and that there was no complaint in the petition 
that such rates, tolls, and charges were excessive. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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MARYPORT IMPROVEMENT, HARBOUR. AND DOCK 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Ratepayebs, Shifownebs, and Goalownebs. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to extend the powers of 
the harbour trustees of Maryport, and to enable them to construct 
waterworks, also a dock and half-tide basin, and other harbour 
works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
constitution of and mode of electing the trustees, as proposed by the 
Ml, was unfair : 

That for the purposes of the proposed works, powers were sought 
to increase very largely the present rates and charges on ships using 
the harbour, and to impose new and exorbitant rates and charges on 
the export of coals and merchandise : 

That the works proposed were badly designed, and the site of pro- 
posed waterworks ill-chosen : 

That the parties petitioning as coalowners exported ll-12ths of 
the coal exported from Maryport. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the follow- 
ing grounds : 

As to those who petitioned as ratepayers, that the trustees of 
Maryport, who were the promoters of the bill, were elected by the 
ratepayers : 

As to those who petitioned as shipowners, that they did not 
represent themselves as owners of ships belonging to the harbour of 
Maryport : 

As to those who petitioned as coalowners and shippers of coals, 
that they represented a small section of the trade. 

Locus standi of the ratepayers and shipowners disallowed, and 
that of the coq^lowners allowed. 



App.] traders, freighters, etc. 129 

NORTH BRITISH RAILWAY (CAMPS, &c., BRANCHES,) 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Coltness Iron Company. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the construo- 
tion of certain railways. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were proprietors of 
extensive ironworks at Coltness and large traders on the various lines 
of railway throughout Scotland, and lessees of extensive mineral fields 
in the district which would be traversed by the pro]X)sed lines, if 
sanctioned, on the ground that they would have occasion to use such 
lines, if made, for the can'iage of their traffic from the said mineral 
fields, and that the tolls, rates, and charges proposed by the bill 
were excessive and unreasonable. 

The lociis standi of the petitioners was objected to, so far as is 
material, in the following words : * 

'* The petitioners are a single firm of traders,* and are not entitled 
to be heard against the tolls proposed by the bill, as they represent 
only their individual interests, and not the interests of a class." 

Locus standi disallowed. 

* The chaiiTnan of referees remarked that it had not been decided that in no 
case could a single trader be heard. 



GREENOCK HARBOUR BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Company op Propbietobs of the Fobth and Clyde 
Navigation, and of cebtain Tbadebs upon that Naviga- 
tion AND upon the RiVEB ClYDE, AND USING THE HaRBOUB OF 

Gbeenock. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters, 
the trustees of Greenock Harbour, to construct new quays, harbour, 
and other works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, the proprietors of the 
forth and Clyde Navigation, which navigation connects the firths of 
Forth and Clyde with each other, and also with the city of Glasgow, 

E 
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they forming a communication for sea-going vessels between the 
east and west, and connecting both with the city of Glasgow ; and 
also by the petitioners, certain traders, as above described, upon the 
following grounds : 

That it was proposed by the bill greatly to raise the existing 
rates for lighters and vessels using the harbour of Greenock whilst 
trading with places upon or adjacent to the said navigation, and also 
those for goods shipped or unshipped within the limits of the port 
and harbour, as defined by the bill, and also unduly to raise the 
present river rates as compared with the present and proposed foreign 
rates: 

That, under the provisions of the bill, goods imported or exported 
at Greenock Harbour, brought or taken by lighters from or to vessels 
in the harbour, and not using the quays, were to be charged at the 
same rate as goods in lighters and vessels using the quays, all such 
goods being charged at a much higher rate than if carried by rail- 
way: 

That it was proposed by the bill to authorise the levying of dues, 
not only on all vessels entering the port and harbour at Greenock, 
but also entering or clearing at the Custom House at Greenock 
within the limits of the port and harbour ; and as vessels frequently 
were obliged by the Customs regulations to clear or enter at the 
Custom House at Greenock, although not using or touching the quays 
thereof, such powers would be most injurious to the petitioners and 
the shipping passing up and down the river to and from Bowling 
Harbour, which was situate ten miles from Greenock, and was the 
property of the first-named petitioners. 

The locus standi of the first-named petitioners was objected to on 
the ground that there was no allegation in the petition that the 
works pnoposed would be injurious to their navigation, and that 
they only complained of rates to be levied on shipping entering 
Greenock Harbour ; and the loctis standi of the traders was objected 
to on the ground that they were only three in number, and they 
did not represent any class of traders. 

Loctis standi in both cases disallowed. 
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HUDDERSFIELD WATER BILL, 1866. 
Petition of ihe Suk Fibe Office. 

This was a bill (inter alia) to extend the Huddersfield Water- 
works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
promoters sought power to incorporate the whole of the Water- 
works Clauses Act, with the exception of the 35th- section, which 
requires water to be laid on at pressure sufficient to reach the 
top story of the highest house, and that by the 55th clause of the 
bill it was provided that the water need not be constantly under 
pressure, and that the petitioners, being a fire assurance company, 
would suffer injury if provisions were not inserted in the bill to 
insure a constant supply and high pressure. 

Without hearing the objections to the locus standi of the peti- 
tioners, the referees decided. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



THAMES SUBWAY BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Licensed Riveb Pilots, of Tbinitt House, 

Deptford Strond. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a subway under the river Thames. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were pilots licensed 
by the Trinity House for the purpose of navigating vessels in the 
Thames, on the ground that, in making the subway, it would be 
necessary to put coffer-dams and erect stages and other works in the 
bed of the Thames, which would occasion a most serious obstruction to 
the navigation of vessels up and down the river, the reach under which 
it was proposed to make the subway being the narrowest and most 
difficult and dangerous to navigate between Gravesend and London ; 
and that the petitioners were liable for all damage that might accrue to 
any vessel whilst under the charge of one of the petitioners, who 
were bound to pilot all vessels coming up or down the river between 
London and Gravesend. 
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The loctiB itandi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they were not liable for any dams^e that might accrue to any 
vessel under their charge, except in case of negligence on their part ; 
and that the proper parties to represent the interests of the peti- 
tioners were the Conservators of the Thames, who had caused clauses 
to be inserted in the bill of a most stringent nature, for the safety of 
vessels navigating the river during the construction of the subway. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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TYLDESLEY WITH SHAKERLEY LOCAL BOARD 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Athebtok Gas Gompant. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the Tyldesley with Shaker- 
ley Local Board to supply gas in their district and adjoining places, 
and amongst others, in the township of Atherton. 

The bill was opposed by the Atherton Gas Company on the ground 
tliat they had made arrangement with the Atherton Local Board to 
light with gas all the public streets and places within their district, 
and that it would be injurious to their interests for the promoters to 
invade their district. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to by the promoters 
principally on the ground that the petitioners were merely a Joint 
Stock Company, without any parliamentary powers, and therefore 
had not any claim to light the proposed district 

Lams standi disallowed. 



BRYNMAUR GAS BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of Evan Griffith Williams and other Inhabitants 

of Bbtnmaitb. 

The object of the bill was (inter cdid) to incorporate a company 
for the purpose of establishing gasworks and supplying with gas the 
towns (amongst others) of Brynmaur and Blaiua. 

The bill was opposed lay the petitioner, E. G. Williams, on the 
ground that, under the authority and at the request of the Duke of 
Beaufort, who was then owner of the streets of Brynmaur, about 
eighteen yearx ago he had laid down gasworks for the supply of 
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The lociu itandi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they were not liable for any dams^e that might accrue to any 
vessel under their charge, except in case of negligence on their part ; 
and that the proper parties to represent the interests of the peti- 
tioners were the Conservators of the Thames, who had caused clauses 
to be inserted in the bill of a most stringent nature, for the safety of 
vessels navigating the river during the construction of the subway. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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TYLDESLEY WITH SHAKERLEY LOCAL BOARD 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Athebtok Gab Gompant. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the Tyldesley with Shaker- 
ley Local Board to supply gas iu their district and adjoining places, 
and amongst others, in the township of Atherton. 

The bill was opposed by the Atherton Gas Company on the ground 
that they had made arrangement with the Atherton Local Board to 
light with gas all the public streets and places within their district, 
and that it would be injurious to their interests for the promoters to 
invade their district. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to by the promoters 
principally on the ground that the petitioners were merely a Joint 
Stock Company, without any parliamentary powers, and therefore 
had not any claim to light the proposed district. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



BRYNMAUR GAS BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of Evan Griffith Williaus and other Inhabitants 

of Bbtnmaub. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to incorporate a company 
for the purpose of establishing gasworks and supplying with gas the 
towns (amongst others) of Brynmaur and Blaiua. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner, E. G. Williams, on the 
ground that, under the authority and at the request of the Duke of 
Beaufort, who was then owner of the streets of Brynmaur, about 
eighteen year^ ago he had laid down gasworks for the supply of 



1 34 COMPETITION. [ApP. 

Brynmaur irith gas, the Duke of Beaafort agreeing that no other 
person shoald supply the town with gas, and that by the 4;8th 
clause of the bill the company to be incorporated took powers ^ from 
time to time to agree in writing with any company or persons 
supplying or having power to supply gas within the limits of the 
Act for determining the bounds beyond which the parties to any such 
agreement should not supply gas without the consent of the other 
party to such agreement." 

The other petitioners were inhabitants of Brynmaur who con- 
curred in the petition. 

The locus standi of the petitioner, E. G. Williams, was objected 
to on the ground that the town of Brynmaur was governed by a 
local board of health, under the Public Health Act, and that he had 
no power to break up the streets of Brynmaur ; and that the other 
petitioners had no right to be heard as inhabitants of Brynmaur, 
the proper parties to object to the bill, being the board of health of 
that town. 

Loctis skmdi of E. G. Williams allowed, and of the other peti- 
tioners disallowed. 

(2.) Petition of Fbedebigk Leviok and Bobebt Simpson. 

The bill was also opposed by the petitioners on the ground that 
they were owners and occupiers of large property, including iron- 
works, at Blaina, and had lately at great expense erected upon their 
lands at Blaina gasworks for the supply of their works ; and that 
they intended to supply gas to the public at Blaina ; and that the 
company to be incorporated sought powers to erect gasworks on 
land immediately adjoining the gasworks of the petitioners, for the 
purpose of competing with them ; and that, by the 8th clause of the 
bill, it was provided that, whereas the petitioners had erected gas- 
works at Blaina, if, within six months after the passing of the Act, 
the petitioners or the survivors of them should give to the company 
notice of their or his intention to supply gas from their gasworks to 
the town of Blaina and other places near, the company should not 
supply such places with gas without the consent of the petitioners 
and the survivor of them, so long as they or he should supply gas 
at prices not higher than those for the time being charged by the 
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company for gas supplied nnder like circumstances ; and thnt such 
clause, though apparently one to obviate competition, was ineffectual 
for that purpose. 

The hctis standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they did not allege that they were supplying Blaina with gas, 
but only that they intended to do so ; and that they had no parlia- 
mentary or other powers to break up streets to supply that town 
with gas. 

Locum standi allowed against the 8th clause of the bill. 



ABERYSTWITH AND WELSH COAST RAILWAY BILL 

(STEAMBOATS), 1865. 

Petition of the Steamship Ownebs* Association of London. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
(a railway company) to provide and use steam and other vessels. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
promoters sought by the bill for powers to make, purchase, and hire, 
and work and use, &c., any steam and other vessels they might 
think fit, and in such vessels to convey passenger?, minerals, animals, 
and goods between a number of ports in Wales, and any ports and 
places on the coast of Ireland as the promoters should think fit ; and 
that the petitioners' association, representing a large amount of 
tonnage of British steam shipping carrying on communication 
between England and Ireland, would be injuriously affected by the 
competition proposed by the bill ; and it was ai^ued that, since the 
Standing Order, H. C. 153, had been passed, it was customary to 
hear shipowners against the acquisition of powers to employ steam- 
boats by railway companies, and that that custom had become 
general. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that the ports in Wales 
specified in the petition were used by vessels belonging to members 
of the association. [It was admitted by the counsel for the pro- 
moters that, had such an allegation been made, the petitioners would 
have had a locus standi.'] 

Locus standi allowed. 
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NORTH KENT RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the London, Chatham, and Doveb Railway 

Company. 

The object of the bill was (^inter alia) to authorise the construction 
of a railway from the North Kent Railway to the Medway, and of a 
pier on that river. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
line proposed would, by joining the North Kent Railway, form a 
direct line between London and the river Medway opposite Sheer- 
ness, and compete injuriously with the petitioners, who were the 
owners of a line from London to Sittingboume, and also the lessees 
of a line from Sittingboume to Sheerness ; and that, although the 
line of the promoters was situated on the side of the river Medway 
opposite to the line of the petitioners, the object of the promoters in 
constructing the line and pier was really to obtain the Sheerness 
traffic. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the git)and 
that the distance between the proposed terminus on the Medway and 
Sheerness was two and a half miles, and that therefore there could 
be no competition between the intended line and that of promoters, 
or, if there were any competition, that it would be so remote as i\ot 
to entitle the petitioners to be heard on that ground ; and that the 
proposed line was really only a local one for the accommodation of 
the district. 

LocuB standi allowed. 



NORTH BRITISH AND EDINBURGH AND GLASGOW 
RAILWAY COMPANIES' BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Great Northebn Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to amalgainate the North 
British and Edinburgh and Glasgow Railway Companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
undertakings pioposed to be amalgamated formed part of the channel 
of communication known as the east coast route between England 
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and Scotland ; and that the line of the petitioners formed the 
southern portion of that route, and that an agreement had long 
since suhsisted between the promoters and the petitioners and other 
railway companies, which formed not only the east but also the west 
coast route as to traffic arrangements, and that this agreement was 
entered into to prevent competition between the London and North 
Weatem route, and the Great Northern route to Scotland, and the 
effect of which was that, whichever of the latter two companies 
carried traffic to the north of Scotland, each company got half the 
profits, but that such agreement would terminate in 1870 ; and that 
the proposed amalgamation might completely shut out the petitioners 
from the carrying of the traffic to the north of Scotland : That the 
effect of the amalgamation would be that the traffic from England to 
Scotland might go by the west coast route, inasmuch as the North 
British Railway Company commanded both the east and the west 
coast routes, and that this amalgamation would be far worse than 
the amalgamation of the Edinburgh and Glasgow and the Caledonian 
Railway Companies, which Parliament had refused to permit, and 
that the general effect of the amalgamation would be to put into 
the hands of the North British Railway Company the jK)wer to 
divert from the petitioners' railway the traffic from England to the 
north and west of Scotland. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed amalgamation could give no more power to the 
North British Railway Company to divert traffic from the east to the 
west coast than they already possessed. That at the date of the 
agreement referred to, the North British was an east coast line, and 
all their English traffic had to be carried to Newcastle and York : 
that the bill for the amalgamation referred to was rejected on the 
ground that the Edinburgh and Glasgow was part of the east coast 
route, and that that arrangement was adverse to public interests ; 
but that what was at present proposed was widely different, viz. 
the line of the Edinburgh and Glasgow Railway Company being 
treated as a continuation of the North British, the North Eastern 
Railway Company, whose line commenced at York, had running 
powers to Edinburgh, so as to protect the east coast traffic, and 
prevent the companies proposed to be amalgamated from sending it 
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by way of Carlisle, and that if the amalgamation were not to 
take effect the Edinburgh and Glasgow Railway Company might 
take ail their traffic to Carlisle, and that the bill gave them no 
further powers than they already possessed to do so ; and that the 
proposed amalgamation could not in any way affect the petitioners, 
as it gave the North British Railway Company no more power than 
they already possessed, which enabled them to divert all the southern 
traffic to the east or west coast as they might think fit. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



BRECON AND MERTHTR TYDFIL RAILWAY JUNCTION 
(AMALGAMATION, &c.) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Neath and Brecon Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to enable the promoters, 
hereafter called the Brecon Railway Company, to acquire the Here- 
ford, Hay, and Brecon Railway, hereafter called the Hereford 
Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that their 
railway, when completed, would not only open up a new district 
between Brecon and Neath, but would also, in connection with the 
Hereford Railway, form a direct through route between the southern 
and midland counties of England, and the towns and ports of Swan- 
sea and Neath, and that the petitioners had relied upon an inter- 
. change of traffic with the Hereford Company. 

That the petitioners were apprehensive that, if the bill should be 
passed, the traffic between the Shrewsbury and Hereford Railway on 
the one hand, and the Swansea and Neath Railway on the other, 
would be carried by a longer and inferior route vi& Merthyr, and the 
petitioners would be deprived of the traffic which legitimately be- 
longed to them, and the public would be excluded from the shortest 
and best communication. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the railways of the companies proposed to be amalgamated did 
not extend to Swansea, and tVat, therefore, there could be no com- 
Ijetition on their part with the petitioners. 

Lociis standi disallowed. 
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OGMORE VALLEY AND ELY VALLEY EXTENSION 
RAILWAY COMPANIES' BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Gbbat Westebn Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalgama- 
tion of the Ogmore Valley and the Ely Valley Extension Railway 
Companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, the Great Western Rail- 
way Company, on the ground that they were the lessees, for a long 
term of years, of the Ely Valley Railway, of which the Ely Valley 
Extension Railway was a short extension, and that the lines of the 
two companies proposed to be amalgamated were in an unfinished 
state, and were situated in different valleys at some distance from 
.each other, and that the result of passing the bill would be to 
convert the Ely Valley Extension Railway from a broad gauge line 
(and, as such, bringing traffic to the line of the petitioners) into a 
narrow gauge line, which would injuriously compete with the peti- 
tioners by depriving them of the traffic of the Ely Valley Extension 
Railway, which would naturally come over the line of the petitioners, 
and for the purpose of regulating which a clause had been inserted 
in the Act incorporating the Ely Valley Extension Railway Company, 
by which that company and the petitioners, as lessees of the Ely 
Valley Railway, were bound to afford each other proper facilities for 
the due interchange and transmission of traffic. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that a clause granting the petitioners facilities for the interchange 
and transmission of traffic over the line of a company proposed to be 
amalgamated with another company ought not to entitle them to be 
heard against a bill for such purpose. 

Loctis standi disallowed. 
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CAMBRIAN RAILWAY (ABERYSTWITH AND WELSH 
COAST RAILWAY AMALGAMATION) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Mid- Wales Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the vesting of 
the Aberystwith and Welsh Coast Railway in the Cambrian Rail- 
ways Company by amalgamation, sale, or lease. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the grounds that when 
the bill, which was passed into law as " The Cambrian Railways 
Act, 18p4," was before the House, they opposed the same, and before 
the bill was passed the promoters came to an arrangement with the 
petitioners, the result of which was the introduction into the bill of 
four sections whereby the petitioners and the Cambrian Railway 
Company were bound to afford to each other facilities proper and 
sufficient for a full and free interchange of all traffic, and were re- • 
spectively to have the right to establish and at all times maintain at 
and between their respective stations a complete system of through 
fares, rates, and of through booking, invoicing, and a mutual inter- 
change of rolling stock, except locomotive engines. That by a 
former section of the same Act, the Cambrian Railways Company 
and the petitioners, and the Manchester and Milford Railway Com- 
pany, or either of them, were empowered to make and carry into 
effect traffic arrangements ; and that the bill when it passed through 
the House during the session of 1864 included provisions for the 
amalgamation of the undertaking of the Aberystwith and Welsh 
Coast Railway Company, and that the above-mentioned sections 
which were introduced into the Act, would have extended to and 
embraced that undertaking, if that undertaking had not been struck 
out of the bill during its subsequent progress ; and they contended 
that the consideration for the grant of facility clauses and running 
powers by the petitioners over their line had been made upon the 
expectation that they should enjoy the like facilities over the whole 
system of the Cambrian Railways Company, including the Aberyst- 
with and Welsh Coast Railway, and that such facilities should be 
specifically assured to them by the bill. 

The loctis standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the words in the Act of 1864, viz. '' The Cambrian Railways 



App.] competition. 141 

Act," could only apply to the railways as constructed at the time of . 
passing the Act, and that the present hill in no way interfered with 
the petitioners* rights or interests. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



BRECON AND MERTHYR TYDFIL JUNCTION RAILWAY 
(AMALGAMATION, &c.) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Great Wbbtkbn Railway Company. 

The object of the hill was (inter alia) to enable the promoters, 
hereafter called the Brecon Railway Company, to acquire the Here- 
ford, Hay, and Brecon Railway, hereafter called the Hereford Rail- 
way. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the following 
grounds: 

That the railways of the Hereford Company communicated with 
and joined the railway of the petitioners at Hereford, and by an 
agreement with the petitioners, the Hereford Company were to be 
admitted over a new connecting line about to be constructed by the 
petitioners at Hereford into their Barr's Court station there, and the 
Hereford Company were using the Barton station of the petitioners 
at Hereford : 

That the 'railways of the Brecon Company communicated with 
and joined the petitioners' Newport, Abergavenny, and Hereford 
Railway in the Rumney Valley, and the petitioners interchanged 
traffic with the railways of that company : 

That if the amalgamation or transfer proposed were sanctioned, the 
parties thereto, instead of mterchanging traffic with the petitioners, 
would become competitors with them, and would deprive them of 
traffic which was accustomed to pass over their railways : 

That if the bill were passed, the amalgamated companies would 
use the stations of the petitioners at Hereford, and the new connect- 
ing line there, for the purpose of diverting traffic from the system of 
railways of the petitioners : 

That if the bill were passed, provisions should be inserted therein 
for the protection of the petitioners, and for securing them facilities 
for traffic : 
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The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to <»i the gnmnd 
that the bill gave no additional power to use the line or stations of 
the petitioners ; and that the competition complained of would be 
of a slight character. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



HAVANT, HAMBLEDON, AND DROXFORD RAILWAY 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the London and South Westebn Railway Coicpaht. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters (inter alia) 
to make a line from Havant, a station on the London, Brighton, and 
Sonth Coast Railway, to Hambledon, and thence to join the Peten* 
field and Bishop's Waltham Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
had running powers over the last-named railway, and that the bill 
proposed to interfere with such railway, and also with the Mid-Hanti 
Railway Company, with which they had powers to make working 
arrangements, and that the bill contained a clause authorising the 
promoters to make traffic agreements with the petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the promoters did not compete with any railway of which the 
petitioners were owners or lessees ; and that the clause in the bill 
authorising the promoters to make traffic arrangements with the 
petitioners was merely a permissive and not a compulsory clause. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



TOOTING, MERTON, AND WIMBLEDON EXTENSION 

RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the London, Chatham, and Doyeb Railway- 

Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to vest the Tooting, Merton, 
and Wimbledon Railway in the London, Brighton, and South Coast, 
and the London and South Western Railway Companies ; and to 
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grant running powers to the last-named company, by which they 
would be enabled to bring traffic into the Knight's Hill Station. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that such 
station was built by the London^ Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
Company in pursuance of an agreement with the petitioners by 
which they were bound to pay interest on the cost of the said station 
in proportion to the traffic they brought into and took from it : and 
that therefore they had a right to object to any third company being 
placed, so far as regarded that station, on an equal footing with 
themselves. 

The loctts standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had no property in the station, and that their right of user 
of the station could give them no right to be heard against a bill to 
give the same right to another company. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



MANCHESTER AND MILFORD RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 
Petition of the Llanelly Railway and Dock Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the Manchester 
and Milford Railway Company, either alone or jointly with the 
Carmarthen and Cardigan Railway Company (hereinafter called 
the Cardigan Company), to lay down an additional line of rail, and 
to execute all such works as might be necessary or proper for con- 
structing a mixed gauge upon the Cardigan Railway, between the 
point of junction therewith of the Manchester and Milford Railway 
and the Carmarthen station; and to run over and use with their 
engines and carriages any part of the Cardigan Railway upon which 
the mixed gauge should have been constructed. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the following grounds : 
That they were the proprietors of a narrow gauge system of railways, 
one portion of which extended to the Cardigan (broad gauge) Railway, 
near Abergwili : 

That the petitioners had, under parliamentary sanction, laid down 
additional rails upon the Cardigan Railway, between the junction of 
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the petitioners' railway therewith and the jonction of the Cardigan 
Bail way and the South Wales Railway: 

That the petitioners had running powers over the narrow-gange 
rails on the Cardigan Railway, and it would be indispensably neces- 
sary to them that such powers should not be injuriously interfered 
with ; and they submitted that the powers sought for as above by 
the promoters, would seriously interfere with the rights of the peti- 
tioners, and would be attended with obstruction to their trafiSc and 
danger to the public. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the rails laid down by them became the property of the Cardigan 
Company, who alone could be heard in opposition to the bilL 

Locus standi disallowed. 



BRECON AND MERTHYR TYDFIL JUNCTION RAILWAY 
(AMALGAMATION, &c.) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Mm- Wales Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) io enable the promoters, 
hereafter called the Brecon Railway Company, to acquire the Here- 
ford, Hay, and Brecon Railway, hereafter called the Hereford 
Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the following grounds : 

That their railway commenced near Llanidloes, by a junction with 
the Montgomeryshire system of railways, and joined at Tal-y-llyn, 
the railway of the Brecon Company, and formed part of a direct 
route from Merthyr Tydfil to Lancashire and the north of Eng- 
land: 

That the petitioners and the Brecon Company had mutual running 
powers over each other's lines in pursuance of an agreement, the 
spirit and intention of which was, according to the statement of the 
petitioners, that the Brecon Company should send their traffic to the 
north by means of the petitioners* railway : 

That the main object for the making of the petitioners' railway 
was to provide communication between South Wales and the manu- 
facturing districts of Cheshire and Lancashire ; and that the Hereford 
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Railway was sanctioned by Parliament as a line of railway leading 
from Hereford to Brecon in an east and west direction ; but that the 
Hereford Company, without any parliamentary authority, had aban- 
doned the portion of the line which was to have been made between 
Glasbury and Brecon : 

That the railway of the Hereford Company at its termination (as 
executed) near Glasbury, joined the railway of the petitioners, and 
in order to work the line of the Hereford Company under the power 
of amalgamation or transfer sought by the bill, the Brecon Company 
must exercise their power of running over the portion of the railway 
of the petitionera which was between Tal-y-llyn and Glasbury : 

That the result of placing the line of the Hereford Company under 
the sole management and control of the Brecon Company would be 
that, instead of sending any trafiBc to the north over the railway of 
the petitioners, as contemplated by the petitioners when they entered 
into, the said agreement, it would be for the interest of the Brecon 
Company to divert the whole of such traffic, and to send it to the 
north over the line of the Hereford Company, while at the same 
time they would use their ninning powers over the railway of the 
petitioners between Tal-y-Uyn and Glasbury for the very purpose of 
such diversion. 

The hcus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the Brecon Com|mny, being already possessed of running powers 
over the line of the petitioners, might at present make use of such 
running powers to divert their traffic to the north over the line of 
the Hereford Company, and that therefore the amalgamation proposed 
would in no way affect the petitioners. 
Locus standi allowed. 



LLANTRISSANT AND TAFF VALE JUNCTION RAILWAY 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Ogmore Valley Railways Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to enable the Llantrissant 
and Tafif Vale Junction Railway Company (hereafter called the Llan- 
trissant Company) to make a railway to join the Tafif Vale Railway 

L 
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and to extend their LbintTi8sant*Ck>miii(m Branch ; and the bill also 
contained clauses empowering the LlantriBsant Company to make a 
new railway from their Llantrissant Common Branch to the My 
Valley Bailway Company (in tiie bill distingoished as Bailway 
No. 2), and which was to be deemed for all purposes whatever part 
of the undertaking of the Llantrissant Company, as if it had been 
authorised by that company's Act of 1861, and alao clauses empower- 
ing the Llantrissant Company to lay down a third line of rail on so 
much of the main line of the Ely YaUey Bailway as would be situate 
between the point of junction therewith of the said railway Na 2, 
and the northern termination of the said main line, and also on the 
branch railway of the Ely Yalley Bailway Company leading to 
Mynydd Gellyrhaidd, and also upon the whole authorised railway of 
the Ely Yalley Extension Company, so as to adapt those railways 
respectively to both the narrow and broad gauge systems; and also 
empowering the Llantrissant Company or any company for the time 
being working the traffic upon the railway of that company, to use 
with engines and carriages of either gauge the railways or portion of 
railway on which such third line should be laid down, Uygether with 
all stations, sidings, and watering-places connected therewith. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were incorporated by 
the Ogmore Valley Bailways Act, 1863, for the purpose of making 
and maintaining several railways from the Llynvi Valley Bailway 
into the Ogmore Valley, on the ground that they, in conjunction with 
the Llynvi Valley Bailway Company, were constructing works for 
the improvement of the harbour of Port Cawl, for the purpose of 
rendering it capable of shipping larger quantities of the Ogmoie 
Valley coal than it could otherwise have done : 

That the petitioners had nearly completed the construction of their 
railway on the narrow gauge system, and that it was necessary that 
direct and convenient communication by railway on the narrow-gauge 
system should be opened between the said valley and the ports 
of Cardiff and Newport : 

That the Ely Valley Extension Bailway Company was incorpo- 
rated by Act of Parliament, in 1863, for the purpose of making a 
short railway from the said Mynydd Gellyrhaidd branch of the Ely * 
Valley Bailway into another valley lying about three miles east of 
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the railways of the petitioners, and that the union of the said railway 
(which was in course of construction) with the railways of the peti- 
tioners was an obyious necessity, and the petitioners had arranged 
for the amalgamation of such company's undertaking with their own, 
and a bill for that purpose was pending in Parliament : 

lliat two other bills promoted by the petitioners, viz. the Ogmore 
Valley Railways New Works, (No. 1) and (No. 2), were also pending 
in Parliament; the objects of which were to construct lines of 
railway to unite the Ogmore Valley Railways and the Ely Valley 
Extension Railway, and to lay down the narrow gauge on the rail- 
ways of other companies intervening between that of the Ely Valley 
Extension Ck>mpany and Cardiff, so as to establish a direct and the 
shortest and best railway route between the minerals of the Ogmore 
and Ely Valleys and the Ports of Cardiff and Newport : 

That in case the bill should be passed into law, the company for 
the time being working the trafiSc of the Llantrissant Company, and 
in whom, therefore, the said power (to be authorised by the bill) of 
using the railways on which such third line of rail would be autho- 
rised to be laid down, would be the Taff Vale Railway Company, 
to whom, as the petitioners alleged, the undertaking of the Llan- 
trissant Company was leased, and by whom the bill was really 
promoted : 

That the undertaking comprised in the bill would compete with 
the undertaking comprised in the petitioners' before-mentioned 
Ogmore Valley Railways New Works BilU (No. 1) and (No. 2). 

It was contended by the petitioners that, though the proposed 
undertaking would not touch the railways of, and proposed by, the 
petitioners, it would, by joining other lines, form a direct competing 
route to Cardiff. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed bill did not authorise the taking or interfering with 
any of the lands, stations, or accommodations of the petitioners, or 
in any way alter or affect their rights, and that the railway proposed 
to be made would not, if sanctioned, compete with any railway of 
the petitioners : 

Locus standi allowed. 
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BUTE DOCKS, CAEDIFF (No. 1), BILL, 1865. 
Petition of the Penabth Habboub, Dock, and Railway Cohpakt. 

The object of the bill was (inter <dia) to authorise the promoters 
to oonstruct certain docks at Cardiff. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the owners of 
railways and a tidal harbour at Penarth, near Cardiff and owners of 
a dock in course of construction (all which works, however, had been 
leased by thera for a long term of years to the Taff Vale Railway 
Company, in consideration of certain fixed payments, and a sum 
equivalent to one-half of the net profits arising from such works, 
after deducting, those payments), on the ground that the proposed 
works would be highly injurious to the petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that, having leased their undertaking to the Taff Vale Company, 
they had ceased to have any control over it. 

Locus standi allowed. 



EAS'lTERN BENGAL RAILWAY COMPANY'S BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the India General Steam Navigation, and the 
Bengal Riveb Steam Companies. 

The object of the bill was (Jm&i alia) to enable the promoters " to 
build, purchase, hire, work, repair, maintain, use, and let steam and 
other ships and vessels of every dcRcription, and in them carry pas- 
sengers, animals, goods, and minerals to and from all partB of the 
railway between Kooshtee, Dacca, Sylphet, and the districts imme- 
diately adjoining," and also to enter into arrangements with any 
companies relating to the navigation of the river Ganges, and to 
apply for any of such purposes any funds that they might have 
power to raise in respect of their railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
were companies incorporated under Acts passed by the Legislative 
Council of India, and that they had a fleet of steamers and fiats 
plying on all the chief rivers of Bengal, and that there were also 
other companies established for the same purposes, and that the 
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petitioners and such other companies were without any guarantee, 
and that the bill not only would authorise the promoters to compete 
with them, but would do so by means of a guarantee of the India 
Government, the bill also allowing them to use the funds applicable 
for their railway for such competition. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that by clause 5 of the Act of Incorporation of the company of 
the promoters, they had power to run steamboats, and that the 
opposition of the promoters was not to new but merely increased 
competition. 

Locus standi allowed. 

Note.— Claiue 5 of the Act of Incorporation was one merely to authorise 
the promotera to work certain ferries, and to make floating bridges, and gave 
them no power whaterer to run steamboats. 



FLEETWOOD, PRESTON, AND WEST RIDING RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Lancashire and Yobkshibe Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to extend their line from Longridge to Clitheroe, Elslack, and 
Whalley, and to obtain running powers over the Midland Railway 
to Skipton. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that by 
this extension and by the running powers to be authorised, the line 
of the promoters would be one directly competing with that of the 
petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that, by the extension of the line of the promoters there would be no 
competition with the petitioners, as the line would serve a distinct 
district, and that the petitioners, having only an access to Skipton 
by means of running powers over the Midland Railway, had no 
right to be heard on the ground of competition in consequence of 
similar running powers being granted to promoters. 

Locus standi allowed. 
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CAMBRIAN AND OTHER RAILWAY COMPANIES' 
(AMALGAMATION AND ARRANGEMENTS) BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Gbeat Westebk Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter aJia) to authorise the promoters 
to lease their undertaking either to the petitioners or to the London 
and North Western Railway Company. , 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
power of leasing was inserted in the bill without the consent of the 
petitioners, and that neither the petitioners, nor the London and 
North Western Railway Company, ought to be permitted to lease 
the undertaking without the consent of the other. 

One of the statements in the petition was as follows : 

''That the Bala and Dolgelly Railwaj oommnmcates with and joins the 
authorised Aherystwith and Welsh Coast line of the Cambrian railways at Dol- 
gelly, and jour petitioners had eTerj reason to believe that a considerable 
ti*affic would hare passed over the Bala and Dolgelly and other railways above- 
mentioned to the Carnarvonshire and Beddgelert railways, and vice versa, hot 
if the present bill be passed such traffic will be divei-ted from those railways 
(which form the shortest route to and from many places of great importance), 
and will be forwarded over the Cambrian railways." 

The bill was further opposed on the ground that the petitioners 
having running powers from Ruabon, via Corwen, to Dolgelly, 
would have the shortest route to many places of importance, amongst 
others, Manchester, but if the London and North Western Railway 
Company leased the system of the Cambrian Company, they would 
be enabled to commence a ruinous competition with the petitioners, 
not only at the places before-mentioned, but also at Welshpool, 
where the Cambrian system came into contact with the Shrewsbury 
and Chester line of the petitioners. 

The locua standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the leasing powers in the bill were only permissiYe, and that 
the bill took no powers to interfere with the rights of the petitioners, 
and that competition, instead of being increased, would be reduced 
by the bill. 

Locus standi allowed. 
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CAMBRIAN RAILWAY (NEW WORKS) BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Gbeat Westbbn Railway Coxpahy. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters to construct 
certain new works, and for such purpose to acquire Ijuid near 
Oswestry, in connection with their railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
were promoters of a bill in the present session, authorising them to 
take the same land. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had no title whatever to the land proposed to be taken. 

Locus standi allowed against so much of the bill as gives power to 
take certain lands which had been scheduled by the promoters of the 
Great Western Railway (General Powers) Bill, for the purpose of a 
railway (No. 15) to be constructed. 



HOYLAKE RAILWAY BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the London and Nobth Western and the Great 

Western Railway CIoxpanies. 

The object of the bill was fainter alici) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway in continuation of tl)e Hoylake line (the 
bill to construct which was passed in 1863), to a point close to 
Neston. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
proposed line was a link line, to join a Hue projected by the Wrex- 
ham, Mold, and Connah's Quay Railway Company, which company, 
by a bill in the present session, were seeking powers to make, and 
if such powers were granted, to subscribe 60,000Z. to the line of the 
promoters : 

That the petitioners were jgint owners of the Chester and Birken- 
head Railway, and that if the bill were passed they might be 
subjected to competition by the promoters' line joining either the 
Wrexham, Mold, and Connah's Quay Railway, or the Chester and 
West Chester Junction Railway Extensions, the companies owning 
such railways being in alliance with the promoters : 
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That competition between the promoters and the petitioners wonid 
be commenced in regard to the line from Neston, vid Hooton, to 
Birkenhead, over the line belonging to the petitioners jointly, and 
also between Whitchurch to Chester, vid Crewe, which would com- 
pete with the London and North Western Railway Company ; and 
between Wrexham and Birkenhead, which would compete with the 
Great Western : 

That competition would arise between the petitioners and pro- 
moters for the North Wales traffic. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the line to be authorised by the bill was. a purely local line, 
and that though the petitioners had an undoubted locus standi 
against the extension bill of the Wrexham, Mold, and Connah's Quay 
Bailway Company, which was the bill authorising such company to 
subscribe to the line of the promoters, such powers were not con« 
tained in the bill before the court. 

Locus standi allowed. 



HOUNSLOW AND METROPOLITAN BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the London and South Western Railway Company. 

The dbject of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway from the authorised Acton and Brentford 
Railway to Hounslow. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
proposed line would compete with their system, they having, by 
agreement, running powers over the North and South Western 
Junction Railway, and thereby enabled to carry traffic between 
Hounslow and Acton. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed line would pass through a district in which a large 
l)opulation was springing up, and the lines of the promoters and 
the petitioners would accommodate different districts, the stations at 
Hounslow being a mile apart, and that the traffic on the promoters' 
line would tend towards Paddington Station and the northern and 
eastern parts of London, whilst that of the petitioners would tend 
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towards Waterloo Station. The petitioners were only at Acton by 
agreement with the North and South West Junction Railway Com- 
pany to run over that company's line. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



BRISTOL HARBOUR JUNCTION RAILWAY AND WHARF 

DEPOT BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Bbistol and Sohebset Railway Cohpant. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway across, and on the level of, and otherwise 
interfere with certain streets in Bristol. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that powers 
had been granted to them by the 23rd section of the Bristol and 
North Somerset Railway Act, 1863, to lay down a tramway along 
the streets, powers to interfere with which were sought by the bill. 

That the promoters sought power to acquire certain lands which 
were necessary for the railway of the petitioners, and which they 
were also, by a bill in the present session, seeking power to acquire : 
such lands being near to their present property at their Floating 
Harbour : 

That it was proposed by the bill of the promoters to authorise the 
construction of a railway across and on the level of the road leading 
to Cumberland Basin Wharf, and to Prince's Street Bridge, which 
road formed the only approach from the city of Bristol and the 
important suburbs of Clifton and Redlands to the wharf and goods 
station of the petitioners about to be erected on land which they 
had acquired, at great cost, on the banks of the harbour : 

That the bill was promoted by the Great Western, and Bristol and 
Exeter Railway Companies, for the purpose of commencing a reck- 
less competition with the petitioners for traffic which might be 
conveniently carried by their tramway. 

The locu8 standi of the petitioners was admitted as to the powers 
sought for to interfere with the works authorised by the said 23rd 
section of the Act of 1863, but their locus standi was generally 
objected to on the ground that the bill of the petitioners for the pur- 
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poBes before stated had been Tejected on Standing Orders, and that 
they had no right to be heard against those parts of the bill which 
anthorised the promoters to acquire lands which the petitioners had 
by their bill also sought powers to take. 

Locus standi disallowed, except as to the powers sought to interfere 
with the works authorised by the 23rd section of the Act of 1863. 



GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY (FURTHER POWERS) 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Taff Yale Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to make various railways, three of them forming junctions with the 
lands, railways, &c., of the petitioners. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners generally under Standing 
Order 132. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was admitted with regard to 
three of the proposed railways, which would form junctions with 
the railways of the petitioners, but their locus standi against the 
whole scheme was objected to on the ground that the bill was an 
omnibus bill for the making of various railways, some of which in 
no way interfered with the land, &c., of the petitioners. 

Locus standi allowed. 



WALKER AND WALLSEND UNION GAS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of Bobough of Ttnbmouth Gas Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct gasworks and supply gas to the township of Chirton, in 
the borough of Tynemouth, and also to lease their undertaking to 
the petitioners, or to one of two other gas companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
had for many years supplied gas for public purposes to the borough 
of Tynemouth, and that by i^eement with the local board of health 
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of that 'borough they were going to lay down mains in, and supply 
with gas, the township of Ghirton. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the gronnd 
that the petitioners had no parliamentary powers to break up streets, 
and that the promoters were willing to undertake to strike out of 
the hill the leasing powers, and also the powers sought to supply the 
township of Ghirton with gas. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



NORTH BRITISH RAILWAY (GLASGOW BRANCHES) 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the City op Glasgow Ukion Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to make certain railways. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, on the ground that the 
railways tb be authorised were links which would form a competing 
railway with that of the petitioners. 

The hcus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that it was proposed to abandon the powers to make the railways 
numbered 1, 2, 3, and 4, and that then only the railways numbered 
7 and 8 would be competing railways with that of the petitioners. 

Locus standi allowed od\j against railways numbered 7 and 8, 
the promoters agreeing to abandon those numbered 1, 2, 3, 4. 



BRIDPORT, LYME, AND SOUTH COAST RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the London and South Western Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter cUia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
proposed railway consisted of four sections, which would form a com- 
peting line with that of the petitioners. 

The kcus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
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that competition could only arise in reference to section No. 2 of the 
proposed railway, and that it was proposed to strike out the powers 
to make such section. 

L0CU8 standi allowed against the whole scheme, unless railway 
No. 2 he struck out. 



NORTH BRITISH RAILWAY (NEW WORKS) BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Lokdon akd Nobth Western Railway Company. 

The ohject of the hill was (inter alia) to con6rm an agreement 
with the Midland Railway Company with respect to the goods 
station of the promoters at Carlisle. 

The hill was opposed hy the petitioners on the following 
grounds : 

That hy another hill pending in the present session the Midland 
Railway Company were seeking powers to authorise them to con- 
struct a line of railway from Settle to Carlisle, and to ohtain run- 
ning powers over the lines of the Citadel station at Carlisle, and the 
lines, approaches, works, and conveniences connected therewith, and 
that they sought, hy the hill hefore the court, to get a footing at 
Carlisle : 

That the Citadel station was the joint property of the petitioners 
and the Caledonian Railway Company, hut hy i^reement in 1861 
the North British Railway Company obtained access to such station, 
and were thereby bound not to make another passenger station 
within two miles of Carlisle : 

That by the passing of the said two bills competition for northern 
trafl&c would be commenced between the promoters and petitioners, 
and that the confirmation of the agreement would be prejudicial to 
the petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they had no property or interest in the site of the station in 
question, or any railway giving access thereto, and that they were 
not seeking powers to obtain any such property or interest : 

That the Citadel station was one for passengers and coaching only, 
and that the station in question was a goods station, and that the 
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Midland Company were at present running their trains through 
Carlisle, on the Glasgow and South Western Railway, and that the 
ohject of the hill was to give them accommodation for goods traffic 
only, the Midland Company heing ahle to get access to the station, 
hy means of a line purchased last year hy the North British Com- 
pany, without running through the Citadel station, and that no 
agreement hetween the promoters and petitioners could be affected 
by the proposed bill. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



NORTH BRITISH AND BRIDGE OF ALLAN RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Cai^bdonian Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (^inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway from the North British Railway to the Bridge 
of Allan. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
railways to be authorised were. No. 1, a line, one mile seven furlongs 
IcHig, commencing by a junction with the North British, Stirling, 
and Dmnfermline line, and terminating at Fountain Street, in Bridge 
of Allan ; and No. 2, four furlongs long, forming a fork running out 
of No. 1, and which by joining the North British, Stirling, and 
Dumfermline line near Bridgehaugh, would form a communication 
with Stirling, and that the making of the railways proposed would 
form a new competing route from Edinburgh and Glasgow to Stirling 
and Perth, as the North British Company had mnning powers over 
the Caledonian Railway north of Larbert. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the railways proiX)8ed would constitute only a local line for the 
purpose of affording communication not so much between Bridge of 
Allan and Edinburgh and Glasgow, but the whole of the populous dis- 
tricts of the county of Fife, which could not be accommodated by the 
Caledonian Railway; and that the proposed line would pass through 
the centre of Bridge of Allan, whilst the Caledonian Railway station 
was a mile distant from the centre of that village ; and that, though 
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the proposed railway would certainly afiford the North British Com- 
pany a more direct route between Bridge of Allan and Stirling and 
different parts of their system, yet, if the proposed railway should 
not he made, the North British Company, having running powerp 
over the Caledonian Railway, could bring traffic from Bridge of 
Allan to the Perth station, and over the Stirling and Dunfermline 
line across the Bridge of Forth, not only into Fifeshire, but into 
Edinburgh ; and that the improvement of communication was not 
of sufficient importance to the Caledonian Company to allow them 
to be heard, but if they were to be heard, they ought only to be 
allowed to be heard on the ground of competition. 
LociLS standi allowed. 



NORTHAMPTON AND BANBURY JUNCTION RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of the Trustees op the Tewkesbury Severn Bridge 

AND Roads. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a bridge over the Severn, and to purchase a ferry, and 
all the rights appertaining to such ferry, close to the proposed bridge, 
and to adapt such bridge for the accommodation of the ferry traffic. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
were the owners of a bridge over the Severn called the My the Bridge, 
and they were bound to maintain convenient roads and approaches 
to such bridge, and that the tolls taken at the said bridge were, barely 
sufficient to pay the interest on the mortgage of such bridge and tolls, 
and that the traffic which usually passed over such bridge would be 
directed and pass over the proposed bridge. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed bridge would be two miles distant from the My the 
Bridge, and that the ferry to be purchased intervened, and that no 
competition would be created by the bill, such as to entitle the peti- 
tioners to be heard. 

Loctis standi allowed, as to so much of the bill as relates to the 
purchase of the ferry and construction of the bridge. 



App.] competition. 159 

(2.) Petition of T. Tatlob. 

The bill was also opposed by the petitioner, who was the mortgagee 
of the tolls of an existing bridge near the proposed bridge, on the 
ground that his security would be diminished in value in conse- 
quence of the competition which would be commenced under the 
provisions of the bill. 

The I0CU8 standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that a mortgagee had no more right to be heard than any other 
creditor. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



CAMBRIAN RAILWAY (ADDITIONAL POWERS) 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Mid- Wales Railway Gompant. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to lease their undertaking to two other companies, viz. the London 
and North Western and the Great Western companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who had running powers 
over the railways of the promoters, and who objected to the leasing 
powers contained in the bill. 

The promoters offered to strike out of the bill the clauses granting 
such leasing powers ; the petitioners, however, contended that they 
bad a general right to be heard against the bill. 

Locus standi allowed, but only against the leasing powers sought 
to be obtained by the bill. 



GIRVAN AND PORTPATRICK BILL, 1865. 
Petition of the Caledonian Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
(by the 48th clause of the bill) to run their trains over the Port- 
Patrick Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, on the ground that they 
worked the Portpatrick Railway, and that the powers sought by the 
48th clause would be injurious to them. 
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The locus standi of the petitioners wa» objected to on the ground 
that they intended to abandon the powers sought under Clause 48, 
and had given notice to the petitioners to that effect. 

" The court stated that they had no power to alter the bill, or to 
enforce any proposal made by the promoters to give up a certain 
portion of the biQ, but suggested it might be done in this way — to 
give a locus standi against the 48th clause of the bill, and then, 
when the bill came before the committee, the promoters would 
inform the committee that the running powers were out of the bill, 
when the locus standi would fall with them." * 

Counsel for the bill undertook that Clause 48 should be struck 
out of the bill. 

Locus standi disallowed. 

* Extracted from shorthand writer's notes. 



CAKMARTHEN AND CARDIGAN RAILWAY 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Kidwelly and Burt Pobt Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to separate the Kidwelly 
branch of the promoters from their general undertaking, and to in- 
corporate a new company for the purpose of taking over such branch, 
and also to vest in such company the powers, rights, and liabilities 
of the promoters over or concerning the Kidwelly branch. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that by an 
Act passed in 1865, the promoters had obtained powers to extend the 
Kidwelly branch, and cross the line of the petitioners, and that they- 
had no right to transfer such powers to a new company without the 
consent of the petitioners. 

The lociLS standi of the petitioners was objected to on the groimd 
that by an Act of 1864, autJiorising the promoters to construct the 
Kidwelly branch, the capital to be raised for such purpose was to be 
kept distinct from the general capital of the promoters, and that the 
bill was simply to sever the connection, and that the petitioners 
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would be in exactly the same position as at present^ and could su£fer 
no loss or be in any way affected by the proposed ))ill. 
Locnu standi disallowed. 



CALNE RAILWAY BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Great Wsbtebn Railway Gompakt. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the extension 
of the Galne Railway to the North and South Wiltshire Junction 
Railway. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that under 
an agreement with the promoters they worked and managed the Caloe 
Railway (in which undertaking they were shareholders), which joined 
their line at Chippenham, and that to effect the junction of the Calne 
Railway with the proposed new line there must be a crossing at Chip- 
penham oyer the Great Western Railway, and the proposed railway 
was badly selected, and that it was proposed by the bill to authorise 
the promoters to lay down narrow gauge rails upon their existing 
railway, and broad or narrow, or mixed gauge rails upon the proposed 
new railway, and that such powers would be productive of inconve- 
nience to the petitioners in working the Calne Railway ; and they 
also objected to the powers contained in the bill to raise additional 
capital. 

The lociu standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the promoters might, without any further powers, lay down 
narrow gauge rails upon their line, and that neither those powers nor 
the raising additional capital would interfero with the working agree- 
ment between the parties, and that such agreement could not give 
the petitioners a right to be heard against the further powers sought 
by the bilL 

Locus standi allowed, so far as the petition relates to the laying 
down narrow gauge rails upon the existing railway. 
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THAMES SUBWAY BILL, 1866. 
Petition of T. Blagketeb and Othera. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorifle the promoteTs 
to make a subway under the river Thames. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the owners of a 
feny about 330 yards from the proposed works, on the ground that 
such £erry was an ancient ferry by prescription, and that up to the 
year 1815 they and their predecessors had for more than 200 yean 
the exclusive right of ferrying foot-passengers, horses, cattle, and 
carriages, from the Isle of Dogs to Greenwich, but that, in that year, 
they had leased such right (except as to foot-passengers) for 100 
years ; and that they had from time to time established their rights 
both at law and in equity ; and they alleged that the construction 
of the subway would abstract traffic from their ferry. 

The lociu standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed subway was intended for heavy traffic, and that, 
therefore, no competition could arise ; and that the petitioners might 
have opposed the bill in the House of Lords, but not having done so, 
had now no right to be heard. 

Lociu standi allowed* 



LYNN AND SUTTON BRIDGE, SPALDING AND BOURNE, 
AND NORWICH AND SPALDING RAILWAY COM- 
PANIES' BILL, 1866. 

Petition of P. S. Bbufp. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalga- 
mation of the first two mentioned companies and a lease of the 
Norwich and Spalding Railway to, or an amalgamation of the last- 
mentioned company, with the amalgamated companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner on the ground that he was 
a large creditor of the Norwich and Spalding Railway Company, 
and that by the bill it was proposed to transfer to the amalgamated 
company the undertaking, capital, real and personal properly, powers, 
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privileges, and exemptions of the Norwich and Spalding Railway 
Gompauy, but not their liabilities ; and that in the event of the 
passing of the bill he would be mulcted of a large sum of money. 

The locus standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground 
that he was a simple contract creditor of the Norwich and Spalding 
Railway Company, and as such should be left to enforce his right 
at law. 

Loctis standi disallowed. 



CALEDONIAN AND SCOTTISH NORTH EASTERN 
RAILWAY COMPANIES' BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of Gbeat Nobthebk and Nobth Eastern Railway 

Companies. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalgama- 
tion of the Caledonian and Scottish North Eastern Railway Companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the grounds stated as 
follows : 

That petitioners are owners of that part of the great line of com- 
munication between London and the north of Scotland, via York and 
Edinburgh, known as the east coast route, which extends from Lon- 
don to Berwick, and the North Eastern Company are also possessed of 
statutable running powers over the North British Railway, between 
Berwick and Edinburgh, and by the North British and Edinburgh 
and Glai^ow Amalgamation Act, 1865, provisions were made for 
forwarding the trains of both petitioners over the Edinburgh and 
Glasgow Railway ; 

That the Caledonian Company are owners of the other great line 
of communication, via north of Carlisle, between London and the 
north of Scotland, known as the west coast route : 

That petitioners are deeply interested in keeping open the east 
coast route for trafQc north of Perth, and that at present it is the 
interest of the Scottish North Eastern Company to act impartially, 
and divide the traffic fairly between the east and west coast routes ; 
but if the amalgamation takes place the Caledonian Company would 
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get the whole traffic north of Perth, and send^ it by the west coast 
route: 

That the agreement known as the English and Scottish TrafiQc 
Agreement, which provides for a fair and just apportionment of traf- 
fic, will terminate in 1870 : 

That the bill proposes to give running powers over the Scottish 
North Eastern Railway to the North British Eailway, who might use 
such powers to the detriment of the petitioners. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that neither of the petitioners, except by powers conceded to them 
by intervening lines, had any power to be at Perth, and that they 
did not in any way touch the lines to be amalgamated, and that 
there was the 99th clause of the Caledonian and Scottish Central 
Amalgamation Act, 1865, which would in any case protect them, 
such clause being as follows : 

«< The several facilities, powers, privileges, and provisions by this Act 
granted, secured, and provided, as r^ards East Coast Traffic, shall 
extend and apply to any railway in extension of, or connected with, 
the Scottish Central line, which shall belong or be leased to the 
company, either solely or jointly with any other company, in all 
respects as if sach railway had been part of the Scottish Central 
line, bnt the powers of running by this Act granted shall not extend 
to any such railway." 
LocuB standi allowed. 

(2.) Petition of the London and Nobth Western Railway 

Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitionee on the ground that they 
were, by their own line at Carlisle, and by running powers inserted 
in the Caledonian and Scottish Central Railways Amalgamation Act, 
1865, they were at Perth and Dundee, and that similar running 
powers over the Scottish North Eastern Railway ought to be granted 
to them. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the running powers inserted in the Act of 1865, were given, both 
to the petitioners and the Midland Railway Company, after nego- 
tiation, in return for running powers being conceded to the Caledonian 
Company over those two systems, but that the running powers of the 
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petitioners to Perth could not entitle them to be heard against this 
hilL 
1/0CU8 standi allowed. 

(3.) Petition of the Midland Hailwat Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that by the 
Act of 1865 running powers were granted to thorn over the Caledo- 
nian Railway from Carlisle to Edinburgh, Glasgow, Perth and Dundee, 
and intermediate places, and that they carried traffic between London 
and various jiarts of England to Perth, Aberdeen, and other parts 
of the north of Scotland, and that it was for their interest and that 
of the public that the Scottish Korth Eastern Company should 
remain independent. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that their railway did not touch either of the lines to be amalgamated, 
and that no injury could possibly arise to them from the proposed 
amalgamation, as they could never get any traffic north of Perth« 

Lociu standi allowed. 

(4.) Glasgow and South Western Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
had running powers over the Caledonian Railway to Perth and Dun- 
dee, and that they were directly competitive at every point, having 
quasi parallel lines with the Caledonian Company for Aberdeen traf- 
fic and traffic north of Perth, going to or coming from Glasgow, 
Greenock, and the south-west of Scotland. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that it had been decided that running powers over a railway could 
give petitioners no right to be heard against an amalgamation bill, 
and that the line of the petitioners did not touch the Caledonian 
Railway in such a manner that traffic which would flow naturally 
from the Scottish North Eastern Railway over the Caledonian Rail- 
way could be diverted. 

Locus standi allowed. 

. (5.) Petition of the Highland Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that at 
present it was the interest of the Caledonian Company to send traf- 
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fic coming from the south, via Perth, northwards, either by the 
petitioners' railway on the one hand, or by the Scottish North Eastern 
and the Great North of Scotland Railways on the other, bat that if 
the amalgamation were pennitted, it would be the interest of the 
amalgamated company to send all their trafiQc, north of Perth, via 
Dundee and Aberdeen. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that it would not be for their interest to divert traffic north of Perth 
from the shorter route, as they would work by mileage rate, and that 
the i)etitioners* traffic going south of Perth was much more valuable 
than Caledonian traffic to the north of Perth, that would naturally 
go over the Highland line, and that thus the petitioners could compel 
the Caledonian Company, for their own interest, to send traffic over 
the Highland Railway. 

Locus standi allowed. 



LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN AND WHITEHAVEN 
RAILWAY COMPANY'S BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Nobth Bbitish Railway CoxFAmr. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalgama- 
tion of the two first-named companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that there 
was a great demand in the counties of Lanark and Linlithgow for 
the Cumberland iron ore, and that when such iron ore reached Car- 
lisle the best route for it to be sent over was the petitioners' line, 
known as the Waverley route, but that the Whitehaven Company 
being influenced by the London and North Western Company, 
always sent it by the Caledonian Railway. 

That if the amalgamation were to take place the London and 
North Western Company would send all traffic coming from the 
Whitehaven Railway northwards by the Caledonian Railway, with 
whose company the London and North Western were in strict alli- 
ance, and thus not only create great loss to the petitioners, but also 
cause serious injury to the public, inasmuch as while the legislature 
has sanctioned two distinct routes between Cumberland on the one 
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liand, and tlie seats of iron manufacture in Scotland upon the other, 
the amalgamation, if sanctioned, would exclude the public from the 
use of one of these routes, and prevent all competition between them. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the railway of the petitioners had no junction with the White- 
haven Junction Railway, the Maryport and Carlisle Hallway, which 
was nearly thirty miles long intervening, that the petition did not 
disclose any such case of competition as would entitle the petitioners 
to be heard, and that facility clauses and running powers would be 
useless in the case of a line with which the petitionen were not in 
contact. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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V. MUNICIPAL AUTHOEITIES AND INHABI- 
TANTS OF TOWNS, &a 



SEVERN JUNCTION RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 
Petition of the Cobforation op Tewkesbuby. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters to constmet 
(inter alia) a bridge across the river Severn. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who not only objected to 
the bill in their capacity as a corporation (under Standing Order 
of the House of Commons 133) but also as being owners of wh&rfs, 
quays, lands, and property on the banks of the river, and entitled to 
tolls for wharfage, landing, and depositing of goods ; and they alleged 
that their rights and interests would be injuiiously affected by the 
obstruction to the navigation of the river which would be caused by 
the erection of the proposed bridge. 

The locus standi of the petitioners as owners of wharfs, quays, &c., 
was not objected to, but their loctis standi as a corporation under 
Order 133 was objected to on the ground that there was no allegation 
in the petition that the town of Tewkesbury would be injuriously 
affected. 

Locus standi disallowed generally, but allowed to the petitioners 
as owners of wharfs and quays on the banks of the river Severn. 



VALE OF CRICKHOWELL RAILWAY (EASTERN 
EXTENSION) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Abebgayenny Impboyement Commissionebb. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to enable the vale of Crick- 
howell Railway Company to make a certain extension line. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, the Abergavenny Im- 
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provement Commissioners and 167 of the inhabitants of Aberga- 
venny, on the following grounds : 

That they had supported the Yale of Crickhowell Railway Bill in 
1864, and many of the inhabitants had become shareholders in that 
company in the belief that the line would be worked over the 
Merthyr, Tredegar, and Abergavenny Railway to and from Aber- 
gavenny, and thus afford to the said inhabitants the advantage of 
direct railway communication with the town and neighbourhood of 
Crickhowell: 

That the works authorised by the Vale of Crickhowell Bill had 
not been commenced, and that the proposed railways would be most 
inconvenient, and that the turnpike roads by which the town of 
Abei^venny was approached from the west and south would be 
seriously interfered with by the construction of the said extension 
line, and the petitioners believed the same to be wholly unnecessary, 
aDd that it would be prejudicial to the public interests to confer 
on the Vale of Crickhowell Railway Company the ix)wers sought by 
the bill. 

The referees called attention to the fact that it did not appear 
that the improvement commissioners had the management of these 
roads, and that there was no statement in the petition that the town 
of Crickhowell would be injuriously affected by the bill. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



MONMOUTHSHIRE RAILWAY AND CANAL BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Corporation of Newport. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to execute additional works and to carry out certain agreements. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
railway of the promoters was constructed on the level across certain 
streets of Newport, and that the execution of the additional works 
would bring an accession of traffic over such level crossing. 

The hcus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that their petition was really one complaining of past legislation. 

Locus standi disallowedc 
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SWANSEA CANAL TRANSFER BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Local Boabd of Health for the District of 

Swansea. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the transfer of 
(he Swansea Canal to the Neath and Brecon Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners for the purpose of obtain- 
ing an alteration in the mode of rating the canal, and they rested ' 
their opposition on the allegation that by the Act passed in the reign 
of George III., which authorised the making of the canal, it was 
enacted that the canal should be rated and charged to all parliamen- 
tary and parochial rates and assessments for any lands taken in pur- 
suance of that Act in the same proportion as other lands adjoining to 
or lying near the same should be rated and charged ; and they pro- 
tested that such a mode of rating lands used for the purpose of rail- 
ways and canals was unfair, and opposed to modem legislation ; and 
the petitioners submitted that the ancient mode of rating the canal 
should be altered, and that if the bill were passed, provisions should 
be inserted therein for rating and assessing the canal or railway upon, 
the same principle as canals and railways were at present by law 
rated and assessed. 

The locm standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that whatever duties were formerly imposed on the canal company 
would be still in force on the transferrees and that the exceptional 
regulations as to rating the canal were intended as a premium for the 
making of the canal. 

[It does not appear that any objection was taken to the framing of 
the petition, which ought to have contained an allegation that ** the 
district would be injuriously affected."] 

Locus standi disallowed. 



LONDON AND SOUTH WESTERN RAILWAY (NEW LINES 

IN SURREY) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of Inhabitants of the Parish of Kingston. 

The object of the bill was to authorise the promoters to make 
(inter alia) a new line of railway commencing in the parish of 
Kingston. 
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The biU was opposed hy parties styling themselves ** the under- 
signed inhabitants of the parish of Kingston," on the ground that 
the proposed railway would obstruct and destroy certain public foot- 
paths in the parish. 

The I0CU8 standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they were only individual residents in the parish, and that the 
meaning of the 13drd Standing Order was that, in order to gain a 
locus standiy the inhabitants in a body must petition. 

Ijocvs standi disallowed. 



EAST LONDON RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Inhabitakts of St. Mabt, WmTBOHAPEL, and their 

Glebk. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a certain railway, which would pass through the parish 
of St. Mary, Whitechapel. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were the trustees of 
the parish, chosen out of the general body of the parishioners, and 
authorised to make and collect rates, on the ground that a great 
number of houses would have to be taken down in the course of 
constructing the railway, and that the rateable value of the parish 
would be depreciated thereby ; and that, as the petitioners were the 
parties who made and collected rates, they had a right to be heard 
against the bill on their all^ation that the district would be in- 
juriously affected. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was also a petition of the District Board of Works, and 
that no objection was taken to the locus standi of such board, who 
were the proper parties to represent the district ; and that the trus- 
tees were neither " inhabitants " nor a "municipal body," within the 
meaning of the IdSrd Standing Order of the House of Commons ; 
and that, if the inhabitants of the district wished to petition, they 
should hold a meeting, and the majority should decide as to any 
opposition to the bill. 

Locus standi disallowed. 
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• DEE AND MERSEY JUNCTION RAILWAY BILL, 1865. 

Tetition of the Matob, Aldebmek, and Bubgesses of the City 
OF Chesteb, under their common seal, and of certain Biveb 
Dee Comuissionebs, for themselves, and on behalf of other 

COMMISSIONEBS. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct a railway from Connah's Quay to join the Hoylake 
Railway near Birkenhead, and to carry the proposed railway across 
the river Dee by means of a viaduct. 

The bill was opposed by the Corporation of Chester, who were 
owners of wharfs and quays on the banks of the river Dee, near the 
city of Chester, and by the River Dee Commissioners, who were ap- 
pointed for the purpose of protecting the navigation of the said river 
to and from Chester. The petitioners alleged that by certain Acts of 
Parliament the River Dee Company were required to maintain and 
keep the said river, between certain points, in such a manner that in 
the computation of an ordinary spring-tide there should be fifteen 
feet of water in every part of the channel of the river, for ships and 
vessels to come and go from the city of Chester ; and in case such 
depth were not maintained, then, after the expiration of four calendar 
months, payment of duties to the River Dee Company should cease ; 
and if, after the expiration of eight months next after the expiration 
of the said period of four months, there should be less than fifteen feet 
of water, it should be lawful for the petitioners, the River Dee Com- 
missioners, to enter upon the lands vested in the said company, which 
yield a large annual revenue, and to hold the same until they should 
have raised and received as much money as should be necessary to be 
expended in regaining the depth of fifteen feet : 

That, pursuant to the directions of certain Acts of Parliament, it 
had been the custom to make frequent examinations of the river, 
under the direction of two supervisors (one appointed by the Corpo- 
ration of Chester, the other by the River Dee Company), in order to 
ascertain if the proper depth was maintained ; the result of such 
examinations being reported to the River Dee Commissioners, whose 
duty it was to see the navigation duly preserved, and to prevent any 
thing being done which might have the effect either of injuring the 
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same or of preyenting or releasing the BiTer Dee Company from 
fulfilling their obligations in respect thereof: 

That the works proposed to be constructed were many of them 
objectionable, and particularly certain embankments across the 
estuary of the riv^r Dee, which would have the effect of excluding 
the tidal waters from a tract of land of large extent, and thereby 
causing the large quantities of silt brought up by the tide and at 
present deposited on that tract of land to find their way into the 
narrow channel of the river, and that such a circumstance might 
have the effect of releasing the River Dee Company from their obli- 
gation to maintain the navigation in the state prescribed by the 
existing statutes, and of depriving the petitioners, the River Dee 
Commissioners, and through them the public, of the remedies which 
they possessed, in the event of the failure of the River Dee Company 
to fulfil their obligations. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the commissioners were not the conservators of the river Dee, 
but had simply a statutory power enabling them, in case the depth 
of water in the said river should be reduced below a certain standard^ 
to require the River Dee Company to restore such standard depth, 
and that such statutory power was not altered or repealed by the bill. 
The objection to the loci*s standi of the Corporation of Chester was 
withdrawn. 
Locus standi of River Dee Commissioners disallowed. 



CONNAH'S QUAY RAILWAYS AND DOCKS (WREXHAM, 
MOLD, AND CONNAH'S QUAY RAILWAY) BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Mayob, Aldebmen, and Bubgebses of the City 
OF Chesteb, under their common seal, and of certain River 
Deb CoMiossioinsBS, for themselves, and on behalf and as 
specially authorised by the other Commisbionebs. 

The object of the bill was to enable the promoters to extend their 
railway to Connah's Quay, and to construct docks and other works 
there, communicating with the river Dee. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the same grouuds as 
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they opposed the Dee and Mersey Junction Railway BilL The objeo- 
tions to the locus standi of the petitioners and the arguments were 
similar ; the only difference in the two cases being that in this bill 
powers were sought to enable the promoters to construct docks. 

Locus standi of the Corporation of Chester allowed; but of the 
River Dee Commissioners disallowed. 



BRAY IMPROVEMENT BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of the Commissionebs of Bbat. 
(2.) Petition of the Ratepayebs of Bbat. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to incorporate commissioners 
for the improvement of the town of Bray, with power to levy 
rates, &c. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners (the commissioners) on 
the ground that they had the general management of the town by 
virtue of the Towns Improvement Act, and that by the 16th clause 
of the bill they were to be extinguished : 

That they had been in communication with the promoters of the 
bill with reference to certain amendments, and arrangements had 
been come to, which had Mien through owing to the bad faith <^ 
the promoters. 

The locvs standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that the township of 
Bray would be prejudicially affected, that there were no specific alle- 
gations in the petition, and that the petition was invalid, as it was 
signed at a meeting not duly convened. 

With regard to the last allegation, it was proved by evidence that 
the meeting at which the petition had been signed was held on the 
23rd of February, and that notice of the meeting had only been 
given the day previous ; but the petitioners objected to such evidence 
on the ground that by the 55th clause of the Towns Improvement 
Act, 1847, it was provided that any entry in the commissioners* 
books signed by the chairman should be received as evidence in all 
courts of justice : they did not, however, produce the books. 

The bill was opposed by the ratepayers on the ground that a 
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public meeting of the ratepayers of Bray bad been held, and the bill 
bad been ooodenmed by a majority of 55 to 5. 

The locus standi of the ratepayers was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that they were ratepayers, 
or that they would be so if the bill became law : that there was no 
auction that the township of Bray would be injuriously affected : 
that the petition was only signed by 56 persons, though there were 
1200 ratepayers in Bray, and that only 60 persons attended the 
public meeting. 

Locus standi in both cases disallowed. 



GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY (FURTHER POWERS) 

BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of Canton Local Boabd, of Health. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to construct certain works. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that they 
had the management of the roads in Canton, that a proposed railway 
would inflict unnecessary injury on the inhabitants of Canton, by 
obstructing the access from that place to Grange Town and the 
Penarth Dock, and deprive the petitioners of power to construct a 
new road between such places, which they were about to do. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that there was no allegation in the petition that the petitioners bad 
the charge of any roads, or that any roads under their charge would 
be affected by the proposed works. 

Locus standi allowed to so much of the petition as alleged that 
the district would be injuriously affected by the provisions of the bill. 

(2.) Petition of the Corporation of Cardiff. 

The bill was also opposed by the petitioners on the ground that 
the district near Cardiff would be injuriously affected by proposed 
works, and also that the rates charged by the promoters over the 
South Wales district were higher than charged on other parts of the 
system ; and also that the trains ran much more slowly in such dis- 
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triot than in other parts traversed ; and they alleged that inasmuch 
as the town and trade of Cardiff suffered by such high rates and low- 
speed they ought to be heard against the bill, which was an omnibus 
bill. 

Locus standi allowed as to so much of the petition as alleged that 
the town of Cardiff would be injuriously affected by proposed works. 

(3.) Petition of the Cospobatiok of Dudley. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that by 
the bill it was proposed to extend the time for the construction of a 
certain railway and works, and that though more than three years had ■ 
passed since such construction was authorised, the promoters had 
done comparatively nothing towards the construction of such railway, 
and the extension of time applied for by the bill would be very 
injurious to the inhabitants generally of the town and borough of 
Dudley. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the petition did not allege that the town or district of Dudley 
would be, nor in fact would it be, injuriously affected by the bill 
in any such manner as would entitle the petitioners to be heard 
against the bill, and that the proposed railway would not pass 
within a mile of Dudley, and that they had no right to be heard 
against a bill for the extension of time for the completion of work. 

Locus standi disallowed. 

(4.) Petition of the Cobpobatiok of Nbwfobt. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the groimd that the 
54th section would authorise the promoters to lay down additional 
rails across Thomas Street, in the borough of Newport, in order to 
accommodate narrow gauge traffic, the present system being on the 
broad gauge and crossing the street on the level. The crossing being 
at present dangerous, would be still more so if traffic were carried 
over by another system of gauge. 

The locus standi of the petitioners wad objected to on the ground . 
that the land on which two additional rails were to be laid down to 
accommodate narrow gauge traffic Vas the property of the promoters, 
bought by them from the petitioners, and enclosed by gates, and 
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that no parliamentary authority was required in order to make an 
addition to or alter their gauge. 

. LocuB standi allowed as to so much of the 64th section as would 
anthorise any alteration of the gauge of the railways at the leyel 
crossing in Thomas Street, Newport. 



HUDDERSPIELD WATER BELL, 1866. 
Petition of Ra.tepateb8 and Water Rent Patbbs. 

The ohject of the bill was to extend the Huddersfield Waterworks. 

The hill was opposed by inhabitants on the ground that under the 
provisions of the bill they would Dot be entitled to have a constant 
supply of water. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the petition was only signed by 27 inhabitants out of a popula- 
tion of 84,000, and that there was a public body of commissioners 
to represent the town. 

Locus standi disallowed. « 



STOCKTON GAS BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the South Stockton Local Board of Health 

and Others. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the promoters, 
the Stockton Corporation, to borrow money for the purpose of in* 
creasing and extending their supply of gas within their authorised 
limits. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, some of whom were rate- 
payers and consumers of gas in South Stockton, on the ground that 
not being within the limits of the borough of StocktoUf they paid a 
higher price for gas than residents within the borough, and that the 
profits made by the Coi*poration of Stockton, by the sale of gas, were 
t>aid into the borough fund, and that the price of gas not only ought 
t^ be reduced, but that there should be a uniform charge for con- 
sumer)?, whether within or without the borough. 

N 
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The locuB standi of the petitionera was objected to on the ground 
that the bill was a mere money bill, and did not vary the authorised 
gu rates or rents, and that the petition was one really complaining 
of past legislation* 

Locus standi disallowed. 



LONDON GAS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Ycstbt of thk Pabibh of St. Luke, Ghelbba. 

The object of the bill was (inter olid) to authorise the promoters 
to raise additional capital. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that, by 
the proYisions of the "Metropolis Gas Act, 1860," a maximum 
dividend of 10 per cent, was to be paid to the promoters, and that 
the ** Ghis Works Clauses Act, 1 847,* was incorporated in the first- 
mentioned Act, and the effect was that if the clear profits of the 
undertaking should amount to a larger sum than sufficient to make up 
such dividend, the price of gas to the consumers would be rMuced, 
and that this would shortly be the case if no additional capital were 
raised by the company, but that if such additional capital were 
raised, the effect would be to retard a reduction in the price of gas ; 
and the petitioners also alleged that the illuminating power fixed by 
the Act of 1860 was of too low a standard. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that though they represented a parish in the district that the pro- 
moters were required to light, nevertheless the allegations in their 
petition were simply objections to a public Act passed for the regula- 
tion of all the metropolitan gas companies, and that there was no 
allegation in their petition that the parish of St. Luke would be 
injuriously affected. 
Locus standi disallowed. 
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WREXHAM, MOLD, AND OONNAH'S QUAY, AND 
UOYLAKE RAILWAYS BILL, 1866. 

Petition of the Cobpobation of Chester. 

The object of the bill was (winter alia) to authorise the construc- 
tion of a railway passing by a tunnel under the river Dee. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners, who were owners of 
wharfs and quays on the banks of the Dee, near Chester, and were, 
by virtue of charters, entitled to and did levy tolls and customs in 
the nature of anchorage dues within the port of Chester, which in- 
cludes not only the navigable portion but the whole estuary of the 
Dee, on the ground that the navigation of the river required constant 
care and ^attention, and any interference with the same (such as by 
the works necessary for carrying the proposed railway under the 
same by means of a tunnel at the level proposed by the plans and 
sections deposited with reference to the bill) would result not only in 
injurious temporary obstruction to the passage of vessels up and 
down the river, but also in permanent injury to the navigation. 

The loctu standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the proposed railway being taken under the bed of the river 
Dee, the navigation of that river would not be interfered with, and 
that the petitioners had no authority over the river, except as to 
appointing supervisors of the navigation, and that their wharfs and 
quays would suffer no injury through proposed works. 

Locus standi allowed. 



SHEFFIELD WATERWORKS BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Corporation of Sheffield. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to extend the time for the 
completion of the Sheffield Waterworks, authorised by an Act of 
1864, and to authorise the promoters to construct further works and 
raise additional capital. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that by the 
Act of 1864, the promoter' company were bound to complete their 
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works within ten years from the passing of that Act, and that it was 
by such Act provided that no dividend should be paid on the ordinary 
shares of the company after the prescribed time for such completion 
if the works were not then finished, and that by the said Act the 
waterrrates payable by the inhabitants of Sheffield were raised 25 
per cent. ; that the extension of time sought for was unnecessary, 
and that the rate of dividend on the additional capital, which had 
been fixed by the bill at 7 per cent., ought to be reduced. 

The loctts standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that it was not alleged in the petition that the petitioners were suf- 
fering from any undue delay on the part of the company, and that 
they had no right to be heard regarding the financial affairs of the 
company, as the bill sought no powers to interfere with the authorised 
water-rates. 

Locus standi disallowed, except as to proposed extension of time. 



DUNDEE WATER BILL, 1866. 
Petition of the Pbovost, &c., of Dundee. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to execute additional works, and to raise additional capital. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that there 
was no provision in the bill for securing an adequate supply of 
pure water for domestic use over all parts of the town of Dundee ; 
and that the water-rates were levied on an unjust principle ; and 
that, inasmuch as the petitioners contemplated proposing a scheme 
for a perfect supply of water, if the bill were passed into a law, it 
ought only to be passed on provision for securing that the company 
should be bound to give over their whole undertaking at its true 
worth, without reference to its cost or the capital expended. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they did not allege in their petition that the burgh or town of 
Dundee would be injuriously affected by the bill qua burgh or 
town, and that they did not allege that they represented the in- 
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habitants of Dnndee,* and varioiu other objections were taken to 
their right to be heard. 

The coonsel for the bill was not heard. 

Locus standi disallowed. 

* With reference to this objection, one of the referees remarked that they 
had decided in a similar case that the corporation were the proper paities to 
represent the inhabitants, and another stated that the broad rule of locus standi 
was that those parties only were entitled to a hearing whose interests woald be 
affected by some of the provisions of the bill, and that it was not competent 
for a pai-ty to claim a locus standi by saying, <* I wish to be heard to propose 
a clause." 



CALEDONIAN AND SCOTTISH NORTH EASTERN RAIL- 
WAY COMPANIES' BILL, 1866. 

(1.) Petition of the Pbovost, &c., of Dundee. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalgama- 
tion of the above-named companies. 

The bill was opposed By the petitioners on the following grounds : 

That the objects of the bill were incompatible with the commercial 
and manufacturing interests of Dundee : 

That Dundee was accommodated hy several railways, whereby it 
enjoyed a choice of routes : first, to Perth, and all points north and 
west of Perth, and had competition by means of the Caledonian Rail- 
way on the one hand, aod the Scottish North Eastern on the other ; 
and secondly, to Edinburgh and the south, and Glasgow and the 
west. It had, in addition to the two routes last mentioned, a further 
competing line by way of Broughty Ferry and the North British 
Railway ; and thirdly, the Newtyle and Forfar line promised to afford 
a means of competition with the interior of the country : 

That the design and scope of the proposed amalgamation was to 
monopolise the traffic of Dundee and the north-east of Scotland, and 
if the powers sought for in the bill were granted, they would be 
exercised, to the great detriment and loss of the community of Dun- 
dee, and of the public generally. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the following 
grounds : 

The petitioners were not entitled to be heard on the allegations 
contained in their petition which did not relate to Dundee, or wln'^h 
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related to the effects of the bill upon other companies, and the public 
generally : 

The royal burgh of Dundee was not alleged in the petition to be 
iujuriously affected by the bill, but only certain manufacturing and 
commercial interests, of which the petitionerB were not the proper or 
legal representatives : 

It was not specifically stated in the petition how titie interests ot 
Dundee would be aflfected by the bill. 

(2.) Petition of the Lord Pboyost, &c., of Abxbdeen. 

The bill was also opposed by the petitioners on similar grounds to 
the above, but they also alleged that, as the legal guardians and pro- 
tectors of the rights and interests of the commercial, manufacturing, 
trading, and other classes of the community, they were deeply con- 
cerned in all that related to Aberdeen, and as proprietors of the 
Aberdeen harbour and dock (subject only to the provisions of the 
Harbour Act, which would expire in a few years) they had also a 
large pecuniary interest in the shore and harbour dues leviable thereat. 

The loctLs standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that they did not complain against the bill in their character of the 
municipal authority of Aberdeen, but onlj as the legal guardians 
and protectors of the rights and interests of the commercial, manu- 
facturing, trading, and other classes of the community (which they 
were not), and as proprietors of the Aberdeen harbour and dock, 
which was then vested in certain commissioners appointed and act- 
ing under an Act for improving such harbour, and in neither of 
those characters in which the petitioners complained were they 
entitled to be heard. 

Locus standi in both cases disallowed. 

On a motion for rehearing, the chainnan of referees stated, that in 
the petition of the Lord Provost^ &c., of Aberdeen, it was stated that 
they were the legal guardians and protectors of the rights and inte- 
rests of the conmiercial, manufisusturing, and trading interests, and that 
such statement was not made out to the satisfaction of the referees. 

On a rehearing of the above petitions and others from- the pro- 
vosts, &c., of various other royal burghs. 

The locus sta/ndi in both cases was allowed, the chainnan of refe- 
vees saying — " We are of opinion that the provost^ magistrates, and 
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town oouncil of the royal baigfas of Sootland haye a loeut tkmdi in 
the cases where the petitiooa allege injury to the oonunon interests 
•f the inhabitants." 

*«* For repoct of this mm, we Law TiniM Reportt, toI. zir. p. 459. 



GREAT YARMOUTH ffAVEN, AND PORT AND RIVERS 

BILL, 1866. 

Petition of iNHABiTAim of Lowestoft, Oulton, akd Cabltoh 

COLYILIiB, IS THE GOUMTY OF SUFFOLK. 

The object of the bill was (mter alia) to alter the mode of eleo- 
tion, and extend the powers of the Commiasioners of the Hayen of 
Great Tarmouth. 

The bill was opposed by 385 petitioners, above described, on the 
following gronnds : 

That it was proposed by the bill to abolish the present commis- 
sion, and reconstruct the same in such a manner that it would give 
an undue preference to the interests of Great Tarmouth. 

That at present there were twelve commissioners, one appointed 
by Great Yarmouth corporation, three by Norwich corporation, three 
l>y the magistrates for Norfolk, three by the magistrates for Suffolk, 
and two by registered shipowners and ratepayers of Great Yarmouth : 
That by the bill it was proposed that the number and mode of 
election of the commissioners should remain as at present, with the 
exception that the magistrates for Suffolk should elect two instead of 
three, and the corporation of Great Yarmouth two instead of one. 

That thus the petitioners cuid others navigating the rivers in Suf- 
folk would be left without any direct representation, whilst the 
representatives of the county of Suffolk would be reduced from one 
fourth of the number of commissioners to one sixth, and the repre- 
sentatives of Yarmouth increased from one fourth to one third : 

That it was proposed by the bill to burden Lowestoft, and the 
navigation of the rivers Yare, Bure, and Waveney with river tolls, 
and therefore Lowestoft ought to be represented on the board of the 
said commissioners : 

That hitherto the navigation of the said rivers Yare, Bure, and 
Waveney had been maintained and kept in order by the corporation 
of Norwich, and the magistrates of Suffolk and Norfolk having 
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jurisdiction over such rivers respectively, from annual grante made 
for that purpose by the said commissioners, as provided by Act of 
Parliament, and that no tolls had hitherto been levied by the oom- 
missioners on the said rivers, but the Norwich corporation had levied 
dues, under an Act of 12 George I., on the navigation of the river 
Yare above Thorpe Hall, near Norwich, amounting to 16007. a year. 

That by the bill it was proposed to place the said tbree rivers 
under the control of the commissioners, who were to appoint separate 
committees, whose duty it would be to keep up tbe navigation of the 
said rivers, and to receive, and apply, and account for tolls levied on 
shipping in such rivers, so that all cargoes imported and exported 
from Lowestoft harbour would be liable to two tolls, namely, one 
collected by tbe Norwich corporation, on the river Yare, above Thorpe 
Hall, and the other under the provisions of the proposed bill : 

That the merchants and traders of the counties of Suffolk and 
Norfolk were deeply interested in having convenient and cheap access 
to sea by way of Lowestoft, and also in having the enormous river 
traffic between Lowestoft and Norwich kept unburdened by fresh tolls. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to as follows : 

That the town of Lowestoft has not any representation in the 
board of commissioners of the harbour of Great Yarmouth, nor any 
interest in the port or harbour of Great Yarmouth, or in the rivers 
under, or which by the bill are proi)osed to be placed under, the con- 
trol or management of the commissioners, which would entitle them 
to appoint a separate commissioner upon the said board : 

That the rivers and waters over which the powers of the commis- 
sioners extend, or are proposed to extend, are not the property of the 
petitioners, or over or in which they have any separate powers, or 
rights, or privileges : 

That there is no allegation in the petition that the petitioners are 
traders: 

That the petitioners are not proprietors or conservators of Lowes- 
toft harbour and navigation, which belongs to or is under the control 
of a separate body, and the petitioners are not entitled to be heard 
with respect to matters affecting the said harbour : 

That the commissioners seek no new powers, but an extension of 
their ability to promote the general welfare of the district 

JjOCUr standi allowed. 
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VI. SHAEEHOLDEES AND CONSTITTJENT 
MEMBERS OF A CORPORATION. 



liONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER RAILWAY BILL 

(No. 1), 1865. 

PetitioiiB of the London and North Westebn and the London and 
South Westbbn Railway Goxfanies. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to confer on the London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Company equal powers with the peti- 
tioners and two other companies of user of the line and stations of 
the West London Extension Railway Company. 

The bill was opposed by. the petitioners, who, with the Qreat 
Western and the London, Brighton, and South Coast R^lway Com- 
panies, all of whom had equal rights of using the railway and 
stations, and were equally represented on the Board of Directors of 
the West London Extension Railway Company. It appeared, how- 
ever, that the London and North Western Railway Company were 
the absolute owners of the Kensington station of the West London 
Extension Railway Company. 

The petitioners contended jointly that, as they used the railway 
and stations, took tolls, and had their own clerks in every station on 
the line of the West London Extension Railway, they had a right to 
be heard against a bill promoted by a company having the same 
privil^es ; and the London and North Western Railway Company 
in addition contended that as the Kensington station was their 
property, they had, at all events, a right to be heard against any 
company seeking power to use it. 

The locua standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the petitioning companies were merely shareholders in the West 
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London Extension Bailway Company, and if tbey were allowed a 
hearing individually, any shareholder should be allowed one, which 
was contrary to the Standing Order of the House of Commons 131. 

Locus standi allowed to the London and North Western Company 
against bo much of the bill as related to the Kensington station, but 
disallowed as to the other parts of the bill 

Locm standi of the London and South Western Bailway Company 
disallowed. 



MONMOUTHSHIEB BAILWAY AND CANAL BILL, 1865. 

Petition of E. L. C. Davies. 

The object of the bill was {inter alia) to authorise the promoters 
to execute additional works, and to acquire the Brecon and Aber- 
gavenny Canal. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioner, who was a shareholder is 
the Brecon and Abergavenny Canal Company and also a ratepayer 
in the parishes of Llanelly and Llangattock, which were traversed 
by the said canal ; and he opposed the bill as a shareholder on the 
ground that it authorised an improvident sale of the canal, and as a 
ratepayer on the ground that the Brecon and Abergavenny Canal 
Company were by Act of Parliament entitled to certain immunities 
in respect of rating which ought to be withdrawn. 

The locus standi of the petitioner was objected to on the ground, 
first, that being a shareholder in the Brecon and Abergavenny Canal 
Company, he had no right to be heard against the bill, as that com- 
pany were joint promoters of the bill, and that before the bill could 
come into force the sanction of the shareholders in such company 
would have to be obtained ; and secondly, that as a ratepayer he had 
no locus standi, as the bill did not propose to interfere with the 
former Acts regulating the rating of the company. 

Locm standi disallowed. 
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WHITECHAPEL AND HOLBORN IMPROVEMENT 

BILL, 1865. 

Petition of the Vbstbt of Bsbm ovdsbt. 

The object of the bill was to enable the Metropolitan Board of 
Works ^inter alia) to make certain new streets and improvements in 
the Metropolis, and to raise money for such purpose out of the general 
rates. 

The bill was opposed by the vestry of the parish of Bermondsey 

on the ground that such parish was inadequately represented at the 

Board of Works, and the bill imposed upon the parish a heavy 

liability in respect of works from which the parish could derive no 

henefit. 

The loeu8 standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
that the petitioners were represented at the Metropolitan Board of 
Works, and that constituent members of a corporation could not be 
heard against its common seal, and that an analogy in support of this 
objection was furnished by the Standing Order of the House of 
Commons 131, as to shareholders. 
Locus standi disallowed. 



UXBRIDGE AND RICKMANSWORTH RAILWAY BILL, 

1866. 

Petition of The Gbbat Westebn Railway Company. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise an extension of 
time for the purchase of land and oonstruction of works^ and also 
the raising of additional capital. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that the 
time for compulsory purchase of land, and for' completion of the 
railway and works of the promoters' company had expired ; and that 
petitioners (whose land was taken under provisions of original Act) 
had under the authority of Parliament subscribed a large sum of 
money towards the share capital of the company, and had paid large 
sums on account of calls in respect thereof, and had entered into an 
agreement with promoters to work and manage the railway when 
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oonstnicted, and the delay in completing and opening the railway for 
traffic was a serious injury to the petitioners, as it deprived them of 
traffic which would otherwise be brought on to their system of rail- 
ways ; and the petitioners also objected to the proposed increase of 
capital, which they alleged was unnecessary, and they prayed for an 
inquiry as to the financial position of the company and the number 
of bond fide shareholders therein. 

The locus standi of the petitioners was objected to on the ground 
tha# at a Whamcliflfe meeting of their company they approved the 
authorised railway of promoters and were subscribers to its con- 
struction, and as shareholders were to be considered promoters. 

Locus standi disallowed. 



NORTH BRITISH AND EDINBURGH AND BATHGATE 
RAILWAY COMPANIES' BILL, 1866. 

Petition of Edinburgh and Bathgate Railway CoHPAinr. 

The object of the bill was (inter alia) to authorise the amalga- 
mation of the North British and Edinburgh and Bathgate Railway 
Companies. 

The bill was opposed by the petitioners on the ground that though 
their directors had agreed in 1865 to amalgamate their company with 
the North British Company, and such agreement had been confirmed 
at a general meeting of their shareholders, there had been a dhange 
in the administration of the petitioners' company, and that the 
present directors refused to be bound by the agreement, it being 
disapproved by the shareholders. 

The hcus standi of the petitioners was objected to, on the ground 
that they were promoters of the bill equally with the North British 
Company, and that they had lodged a petition for the bill in the 
Private Bill Office, and that the bill could not become law before it 
was agreed to at a Whamcliffe meeting of the shareholders. 

Locus standi allowed. 



189 



APPENDIX B. 



STANDING ORDERS OF THE HOUSE OP 

COMMONS. 

19. On or be Pore the 15th day of Decemher immediately Application 
preceding the application for a bill by which any lands or ^°^'**'l' 
houttes are intended to be taken, or an extension of the before 15th 
time granted by any former Act for that purpose is sought, December, 
application in writing shall bo made to the owners or re- 
puted owners, lessees or reputed lessees, and occupiers of 
all lands and houses so intended to be taken, or which may 
be taken as being within the limits of deviation defined 
upon the plan. 

23. On or before the 15th day of Decemher immediately Notices when 
preceding the application for a bill, whereby it is proposed **[■ proposed to 
to abstract water from any stream for the purpose of sup- ly^^ ^^y 
plying any cut, canal, reservoir, aqueduct, navigation, or stream, 
waterwork, notice in writing of such bill shall be given to 
the owners or reputed owners, lessees or reputed lessees, 
and occupiers of all mills and manufactories or other works 
using the waters of such stream for a distance of twenty 
miles below the point at which such water is intended to 
be abstracted, such distance to be measured along the 
course of such stream, unless such waters shall, within a 
less distance than twenty miles, fall into or unite with 
any navigable stream, and then only to the owners or re- 
puted owners, lessees or reputed lessees, and occupiers of 
such mills and manufactories as aforesaid, which shall be 
situate between the point at which such water is proposed 



190 



STANDING OBDEBS, H.O. 



[App. 



Bunal-grcunds 
and gasworks. 

Notice to 
owners, &c 



Crown, ^c, 
^iroperty. 

Notice to 
owners, &c. 



Alteration or 
repeal of 
promeiong. 

m 

Notice to 
owners, &c. 



to be abetracted, and the point at which such water shall 
fall into or unite with such navigable stream ; and snch 
notice shall state the name (if any) by which the stream 
is known at the point at which such water shall be imme- 
' diately abstracted, and also ihe parish in which such point 
is situate, and the time and place of deposit of plans, seo- 
tions, and books of reference, and copies of the OazetU 
notice respectively with the clerks of the peace and sheriff 
clerks, as the case may be. 

24. On or before the 15th day of December imme- 
diately preceding the application for any bill for making a 
burial-ground or cemetery, or the erection of works for the 
manufacture of gas, notice shall be served upon the owner^ 
lessee, and occupier of every dwelling-house situated 
within 300 yards of the limits within which the proposed 
burial-ground, cemetery, or gasworks are intended to be 
erected or made. 

25. Previously to the deposit of a petition for leave to 
bring in a bill relating to crown, church, or corporation 
property, or property held in trust for public or charitable 
purposes, or before the first reading of any such bill 
brought from the House of Lords, notice in writing of 
such application to Parliament shall be served upon the 
owners or reputed owners of such property, and the lessees 
or reputed lessees of such property, holding leases granted 
for a life or lives, or for any term of twenty-one years, or 
upwards. 

26. Previously to the deposit of a petition for leave to 
bring in a bill, whereby any express statutory provision 
then in force for the protection of the owner, lessee, or 
occupier of any property, or for the protection or benefit 
of any public trustees or commissioners, corporation or 
person, specifically named in such provision, is sought to 
be altered or repealed (except in cases where the consent 
of such parties is by Standing Order 172 required to be 
proved before the committee on the bill), notice in writing 
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of such bill, and of the intentioii to alter or vepeal mth 
pniYisioii, ahali be served upon every such owner, leasee, 
or oceapier, pnUic troateea or commiasioiier8» oorpontioQ 
or persoiu 

27. Previously to the deposit of a petition for leave to RelmquishmMt 
bring in a bill whereby the whole or any part of a work */ ^^or^, 
sathorised by any former Act is intended to be lelin- Xotioe to 
qnished, notices in writing of such bill shall be served ownen, Ae. 
upon the owners or reputed owners, lessees or reputed 
leasees, and occupiers of the lands in which any part of 
the said work intended to be thereby relinquished is 
situate ; and the notices required by this order, and by 
Orders 23, 24, 25, and 26, shall be served, and the service 
thereof proved, in the manner directed by Standing 
Orders Nos. 20 and 21. 

69. In the case of every hill brought from the House of Bill to be 
Lords to empower any company already constituted by ■ohmitted to 
Act of Parliament to execute, undertake, or contribute proprietors in 
towards any work other than that for which it was origin- incorporated 
ally established, or to sell or lease their undertaking or <»»panieB^iii 
any part thereof, or to amalgamate the same or any part 
thereof with any other undertaking, or to ahandon their 
undertaking or any part thereof, or to dissolve the said 
company, the examiner shall report as to compliance or 
non-compliance with the following order : 

1. The bill as proposed to be introduced into this 

House shall be submitted to a meeting of the 
proprietors of such company, at a meeting held 
specially for that purpose : 

2. Such meeting shall be called by advertisement for 

two consecutive weeks, in a morning newsfiaper 
published in London, Edinburgh, or Dublin, as the 
case may be, and in a newspaper of the county or 
counties in which the principal office or offices of 
the company is or are ntuate : and also by a circular 
addfowed to each proprietor at his last known or 
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usual address, and sent by post or delivered at such 
address not less than ten days before the holding 
of siich meeting, enclosing a blank form of proxy, 
with proper instructions for the use of the same ; 
and the same foim of proxy and the same instruc- 
tions and none other, shall be sent to every such 
proprietor ; but no such form of proxy shall be 
stamped, nor shall the funds of the company be 
used for the stamping any proxies, except the 
company shall, at a general meeting, determine 
otherwise, in which case a stamped proxy shall be 
sent to each proprietor, with such instmctions as 
aforesaid : 

3. Such meeting shall be held not earlier than seven 

days after the last insertion of such advertisement : 

4. At such meeting the said bill shall be submitted to 

the proprietors aforesaid then present, and approved 
of by proprietors present in person or by proxy, 
holding at least three-fourths of the paid-up capital 
of the company represented at such meeting, such 
proprietors being qualified to vote at the meeting 
in right of such capital. 

Proof to be 7^* When in any bill a provision is inserted authorising 

required before any company to subscribe towards or to guarantee or to 
"niseurof* raise any money in aid of the undertaking of another 
propnetore of 'company (which bill is not brought in by the company 
any company go authorised, or of which such company is not a joint 
riaed to be promoter), proof shall be required before the examiner 

rained in aid of that the company so authorised has consented to such 
undertaking of subscription, guarantee, or raising of money, at a meeting 
company. ^^ *^® proprietors of the ordinary shares in such com- 

pany, held specially for that purpose, in the same manner 
and sabject to the same provisions as the meeting directed 
to be held understanding Order 69, and that such oonsenf 
was given 'by such proprietors, present in person or b 
proxy, holding at least three fourths of the ordinary paid- 
up capital of the company represented at frach meeting, 
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fluch proprietoTB being qualified to vote at the meeting in 
right of such capital; and that the notices for the bill 
state the sum authorised to be subscribed, or guaranteed, 
or raised, and also state that the consent of the company 
has been given as aforesaid. In any case in which such 
consent has been given it shall not be necessary to submit 
the bill, in respect of such provision as aforesaid, to the 
approval of a meeting, to be held in accordance with 
Standing Order 69. 

76. In case any proprietor in any company shall by Proprietors 

himself, or any person authorised to act for him in that ^***®°**"g ** 
' "^ ^ meeting maj 

behalf, have dissented at any meeting called in pursuance petition and 
of Standing Order 69 or 70, such proprietor shall be per- be heard 
mitted to be heard by the examiner of petitions, on the *?**"* ' • 
compliance with such Standing Order, by himself, his 
agents and witnesses, on a memorial addressed to the 
examiner, or by the committee on the proposed bill, by 
himself, his counsel, or agents and witnesses, on a petition 
presented to the House, such memorial or petition having 
been duly deposited in the Private Bill OflSce. 

128k No petition against a private bill shall be taken Petition against 
into consideration by the committee on such bill which ^^'^ to specify 
shall not distinctly specify the ground on which the peti- objection, 
tioners object to any of the provisions thereof; and the 
petitioners shall be only heard on such grounds so stated ; 
and if it shall appear to the said committee that such 
grounds are not specified with sufficient accuracy, the 
committee may direct that there be given in to the com- 
mittee a more specific statement in writing, but limited to 
such grounds of objection so inaccurately specified. 

129. No petitioners against any private bill shall be When petition 
heard before the committee on the bill, unless their ^"^^^^ bill t* 
petition shall have been prepared and signed in strict ^ 
conformity with the Rules and Orders of this House, and 
shall have been presented to this House by h:\ving been 
deposited in the Private Bill Office not later than ten clear 

O 
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Competition 
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days after the first reading of such bill, except when the 
petitioners shall complain of any matter which may have 
arisen during the progress of the bill before the said com- 
mittee, or of any proposed additional provision, or of the 
amendments as proposed in the filled-up bill deposited in 
the Private Bill Office. 

130. It shall be competent to the referees on private 
bills to admit petitioners to be heard upon their petitions 
against a private bill on the ground of competition, if 
they shall think fit 

In what csMs 131. Where a bill is promoted by an incorporated com- 
shwreholdera to pany, shareholders of such company shall not be entitled 
to be heard before the committee against such bill, unless 
their interests, as affected thereby, shall be distinct from 
the general interests of such company. 

132. Where a railway bill contains provisions for taking 
or using any part of the lands, railway, stations, or accom- 
modations of another company, or for running engines or 
carriages upon or across the same, or for granting other 
facilities, such company shall be entitled to be heard upon 
their petition against the preamble and clauses of such 
bilL 



be heard. 



In what cases 
railway com- 
panies to be 
heard. 



Municipal 
authorities 
and iuhabitants 
of towns, &C. 



Kailwav 
companies not ^ 
to acquire 
dock:!, &c. 



133. It shall be competent to the committee on any 
private bill to admit the petitioners, being the municipal 
or other authority having the local management of the 
metropolis or of any town, or the inhabitants of any town 
or district alleged to be injuriously affected by a bill, to be 
heard against such bill, if they shall think fit. 

153. No railway company shall be authorised to con- 
struct or enlai^e, purchase or take on lease, or otherwise 
appropriate any dock, pier, harbour or ferry, or to acquire 
and use any steam-vessels for the conveyance of goods 
and passengers, or to apply any portion of their capital or 
revenue to other objects, distinct from the undertaking of 
a railway company, unless the committee on the bill report 
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that snch a restriction onght not to be enforced, with the 
veaaona and facts upon which their opinion is founded. 

156. The committee on every railway bill shall fix the Committee to 
tolls, and shall determine the maximum rates of charge ^ the toUe 
for the conveyance of passengers, with a due amount of "^ •""IB**- 
Inggage and of goods, on such railway, and such rates of 
charge shall include the tolls and the costs of locomotive 
power, and every other expense connected with the con- 
veyance of passengers, with a due amount of luggage and 
of goods, upon such railway ; but if the committee shall 
not deem it expedient to determine such maximum rates 
of charge, a special report, explanatory of the grounds of 
their omitting so to do, shall be made to the House, 
which special report shall accompany the report of the 
bill. 



REFEREES ON PRIVATE BILLS: PROCEEDINGS 

BEFORE THEM. 

93. The referees on private bills shall decide upon all Referees to de- 
petitions as to the rights of the petitioners to be heard cide as to rights 
upon such petitions, without prejudice, however, to the be hard upon 
power of the select committee to which the bill is referred their petitious, 
to decide upon any question as to such rights arising inci- ^ 
dentally in the course of their proceedings. 
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RULES FOR THE PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE 
OP REFEREES ON PRIVATE BILLS, FRAMED 
BY THE CHAIRMAN OP WAYS AND MEANS 
UNDER STANDING ORDERS 90-97. 

1. Pabties petitioning against Priyate Bills in respect of 
any of the following matters, and who desire to be heard 
in opposition by their counsel or agent thereon, viz. : 

" In the case of bills for authorising the con- 
struction of works, the engineering details of the 
undertaking, the efficiency of the works for the 
proposed object, and the sufficiency of the esti- 
mate for executing the same ; 

" In the case of Waterworks Bills, the nature 
and amount of the existing and proposed source 
of supply, the quality of the water in each case, 
and the provisions as to storage reservoirs ; 

" In the case of Gas Bills, the quality of the 
gas, existing supply and its price, the amount c^ 
pressure, the cost of production, and the modes 
of testing the purity and illuminating power of 
the gas, and the proposed maximum price to be 
charged; 

shall endorse upon their petitions, previously to depositing 
the same in the Private Bill Office, a statement of the 
grounds (being some one or more of the grounds specified 
above), on which they desire to be so heard ; but it shall 
be competent to the referees, if satisfied that the omission 
to make such endorsement in any case occurred through 
inadvertence or unavoidable cause, to admit the petitioners 
to be heard before them upon such conditions as they may 
think fit. 



App.] bcles fob befebees. 197 

2. Parties who have endorsed their petitions in manner Applicatfons 
ahove mentioned, may at any time withdraw their opposi- ^ hearing 
tion to a bill, so far as relates to the grounds specified in fenes may be 
auch endorsement, by depositing a requisition to that efifect withdrawn, 
in the Private Bill Office. 

3. The clerk to the referees shall give not less than two Notice of 
clear days' notice to the clerks in the Private Bill Office hearing to be 
of the day on which the case of each bill is appointed to Se^vate^ 
be taken by the referees. Bill Oflioe. 

i. The cases shall be heard in .such order as the chair- Order in which 
man of ways and means shall appoint, and according to *^**e* '^^ ** 
a list prepared under his direction, and kept in the office 
of the clerk to the referees, 

5. When a bill is called on for consideration, the agents Certificate of 
for the petitioners against the same shall be required to appearance to 
produce a certificate of appearance from the Private Bill ^ 
Office in which shall be stated the names of the peti- 
tioners, their counsel, and agents. 

6. The sittings of the referees shall commence at 11 Hours of 
o'clock in the forenoon, or at such other hour as may have ™®eting of 
been specially fixed by adjournment at a previous sitting. 

7. All questions before the referees shall be decided by Mode of voting 
a majority of voices, including the voice of the chairman ; ^^ referees, 
and whenever the voices are equal, the chaiiman shall 

have a second or casting vote. 

8. The promoters of any private bill, who intend to Notice of 
object to the right of petitioners to be heard against the objection to 
same, shall give notice of such intention and of the ^f petitioners 
grounds of their objection to the clerk to the referees, and how^ to be 
to the agents for the petitioners, within seven clear days 5*^®°' 
after such petition has been deposited in the Private 

Bill Office, but it shall be competent to the referees to 
allow such notices to be given, under special circum- 
stances, although the time above limited may have expired. 

9. Parties who have given such notice as above, may at Notices of ' 
any time withdraw the same by giving notice of with- objection to 
drawal to the clerk to the referees. ^ 1^ 

withdrawn. 
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Notice of 10, Not less than one clear day's notice shall be given 

?J|JJJ*§jj^ jj by the clerk to the referees to the clerks in the Private 

the Private Bill Office of the days on which the objections to the 

Bill Office. rigjij; Qf petitioners to be heard will be severally taken 

into consideration by the referees* 
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